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FAMILY CONTRIBITIOX SCHEDULE FOR THE BASIC 
EDUCATION OPPORTUMTY GRANT PROGRAM, 1974 



THURSDAY, OCTOBER 3, 1974 

U.S. Sen'.\te, 
Subcommittee ox Education* of the 
Committee ox L.\bor axd Public Welfare, 

Washington^ D,C, 
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
^4232, Dirkseu Senate Office Building, Hon. Claiborne Pell subcom- 
mittee chairman, presiding. 
Present : Senator Pell. 

Committee staff present: Stephen J. Wexler, counsel; Richard D. 
Smith, associate counsel, Jean S. Frohliclier, associate counsel; and 
Roy IL Millenson, minority staff director. 

Senator Pell. The Subcommittee on Education will come to order. 

I welcome all of you and apologize for being a little late. 

Today we will be discussing the basic educational opportunity grant 
prograin famih- contribution schedule. 

As required b}' law, this schedule must be submitted to the Congress 
for its review. 

This is indeed a continuing effort of oversight on the part of the 
subcommittee to see that the original intout of tlio legislation is carrieu 
out by the administering agency. 

Our experience with the family contribution schedule has been 
rather hit or miss. The original proposed schedule was, to our mind, 
much too stringent in its treatment of assets, social securit}* income, 
and its treatment of the independent student. 

Last year, some modifications in the schedule were made through 
consultation between the Congress and the Office of Education. I 
understand that the most recent family contribution schedule is more 
in line still with original congressional intent. 

Here, I would specifically note the treatment of assets, social 
security and veterans' benefits, and treatment of the independent 
student. I understand that these factors will be discussed by the Com- 
missioner, and I do hope that the witnesses following the Commis- 
sioner will, if they have comments on these subjects, make them 
known to us. 

I welcome Commissioner Bell here today and invite you to intro- 
duce the rest'Of your panel. 

(1) 
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STATEMENT OF HON. T. H. BELL, U.S. COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA- 
TION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE; 
ACCOMPANIED BY S. W. HERRELL, ACTING DEPUTY COMMIS- 
SIONER, BUREAU OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION, OFHCE OF 
EDUCATION; JOHN D. PHILLIPS, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER FOR 
STUDENT ASSISTANCE, BUREAU OF POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION; PETER K. U. VOIGT, DIRECTOR, DIVISION 
OF BASIC GRANTS, BUREAU OF POSTSECONDAPY -EDUCATION, 
OFFICE OF EDUCATION; AND CHARLES M. COOKE, JR., DEPUTY 
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATION (EDUCATION), DE- 
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 

Mr. Bell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

We have Charles Vl. Cooke, Jr., the Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Legislation; Bill Herrell, the Acting Deputy Commissioner, Bureau of 
Postsecondary Education; John D. Phillips, Associate Commissioner 
for Student Assistance, Bureau of Postsecondarv Education; and 
Peter Iv. U. Voigt, Director, Division of Basic (3rants, Bureau of 
Postsecondary Education. 

Senator Pell. Tliank you. 

Mr. Bell. Mr. Chairman, knowing the pressure of time, I will 
abbreviate and paraphrase niy testimony if that is preferred, rather 
than reading the entire statement. 

Senator Pell. You may do that. 

Please proceed. 

Mr. Bell. We are pleased to report that we are receiving 25,000 
to 30,000 application forms per week, and have received over 1 million 
applications to date. This compares to 500,000 applications for the 
entire first year of operation. We attribute this increase in volume to 
several factors. 

Fii^t, as a result of your timely action on the 1973-74 family 
contribution schedules, we were able to print and distribute the basic 
grant applications by March. This allowed us to reach many poten- 
tially eligible students while they were still in school. 

Secondly, the comprehensive training effort which was conducted 
between April and June of this year resulted in an increased awareness 
of the basic grant program on the part of high school guidance coun- 
seloi's, postsecondary school officials, and others who are in a position 
to assist students in making decisions regarding postsecondary 
education. 

These training sessions were conducted under a contract with the 
National Association of Student Financial Aid A(hninistrators, the 
National Association of College and University Business Officers, and 
the American Personnel and Guidance Association. 

During this spring, over 500 sessions were held throughout the 
country, and we were very pleased with the extent of participation a* 
the secondary and postsecondary levels. 

Finally, we believe that the financial aid communitj* is nnich more 
comfortable with the program this year, and a number of the opera- 
tional and administrative problems experienced in the first year nave 
been alleviotc/J 
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In addition to these ongoing activities for the current academic year, 
we are also well underway with preparations to operate the program 
for the 1975-76 academic year. As you may recall from our testimony 
last year, we are making cverv effort to improve further the timing of 
the basic grant program for the next academic year. 

A critical part of this effort is, of course, the approval of the 1975;-76 
family contnbution schedules. Our goal is to have next year's applica- 
tion forms printed and distributed to all high schools and institutions 
of postsecondary education by the end of January 1975. 

Since the basic grant is intended to be the first step in building a 
student's aid package, it is most desirable to have applications 
available at that^time in order to permit financial aid officers to 
coordinate effectively the basic grant with other sources of assistance 
for students. 

In order to meet these objectives, we will need to have resolution on 
the family contribution schedules by November 1, 1974. If that dead- 
line is not met, the Government Printing Office has informed us that 
our printing schedule will have to be revised substantially and we will 
not have our materials printed and distributed until sigmficantly later 
than January. 

We are hopeful, therefore, that we can work with you and your 
staff in achieving an early agreement on modifications to the schedules. 

In the current academic year, with total funding of $475 million 
plus the carryover, Basic Grant awards for first- and second-year 
students range from'$50 to $1,050, with an average grant of $690. 

Given the level of funding — maximum $685 million — we are likely 
to receive in the fiscal year 1975 appropriation, to cover first-, second-, 
and third-year students in the 1975-76 school year, we will be forced 
to reduce awards below the levels for the current year without making 
any revisions from the 1974-75 family contribution schedules at all. 

Our estimate of the funding level necessary to maintain the current 
award levels for the three classes of students was $762.5 million. This 
estimate was based on the 1974 family contribution schedules. 

With a $650 million to $685 million level of funding, awards will be 
lower in 1975-76 than they are now. Substantial liberalizations in the 
family contribution schedules would result in an even greater reduc- 
tion in the student awards because of increased eligibility. Thus, ihe 
changes we are proposing will restil^ in reduced awards, some of which 
may be considerably redticed below the awards for the current year, 
and any additional revisions will increase this reduction. 

Mr. Uhairman, I will now discuss our proposed changes. 

The first modification we would propose is an adjustment to the 
family size offsets. We would maintain the base which has been in use 
and make an adjustment for expected inflation as measured by the 1974 
Consumer Price Index. An illustration of the impact of this proposal 
is attached as exhibit A. 

Our second proposal is a change in the treatment of social security 
and veterans' benefits to the student. As you know, one of the con- 
tinuing problems we have had is the treatment of the "effective income 
of the student,'' which is defined by law to include any amount paid 
to or on behalf of a student under the Social Security Act, which 
would not be paid if he were not a student, and one-half of any amount 
of additional Denefits paid through the Veterans' Administration. 
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Since benefits paid under the Social Security Act or through the 
Veterans' Administration are paid to students because they are 
students, they appear to be for educational purposes and are a signifi- 
cant factor in the calculation of the student's eligibility index. 

However, the assumption that social security benefits, continued for 
full-time students after they reach the age of 18, are available for 
postsecondarj' education may be faulty for two major reasons. 

Under the social security system, dependent children may receive 
social security benefits until the age of 18 unless a dependent child 
continues his or her education on a full-time basis, in which case the 
benefits are paid until the age of 22. It is the amount of these benefits 
received between the ages of 18 and 22 which are considered to be 
"effective income of the student." 

.Since these benefits would not be paid to r on behalf of these 
children if they were not to continue their education, we have assumed 
that they could be expected as a direct contribution for educational 
purposes. 

While this, modification did alleviate some of the problems we had 
encountered, it appears that this treatment still results in inequities 
for many recipients of social security benefits. 

We would propose, therefore, that the social security and veterans' 
educational benefits be included in and treated as "other family 
income." We feel that tliis proposed change will recognize the fact 
^ that these benefits are, in many cases, based upon family maintenance 
requirements and are not based upon the student status of one family 
member. 

An illustration of the effect of this proposed change is attached as 
exhibit B. 

We should point out, however, that for a number of social security 
recipients — those who are from two member families — the current 
treatment of social security benefits appears to be satisfactory and 
-equitable since the amount of benefits received by the family is reduced 
if the applicant does not continue his or her education alter the age 
of 18. 

It would, however, be extremely difficult for us to collect the 
necessary data and make determinations on the portion of the family's 
social security support which is based upon the applicant's student 
status. 

A second and much more serious concern is the impact which this 
proposed revision would have on recipients of veterans' benefits. 

As you know, there are two kinds of veterans' benefits which are 
included in the definition of "effective income of the student." The 
first is survivors' benefits which are very similar in nature to social 
security benefits. The second is GI bill payments which are clearly 
for educational purposes. 

Since only 50 percent of veterans' benefits are considered in the 
basic grant system, a definite and strong advantage is given to GI 
bill recipients. However, we feel that this inequity is not as serious 
as that faced by social securitj' recipients and is one that we are willing 
to live with (luring the existing 1975-76 academic year in order to 
give priority to correcting the problems of social security recipients. 

This is not the best way to treat veterans' benefits and, accordingly, 
we intend to seek remedial action as part of our legislative program 
for higher education next year. 
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Our third proposed change deals with the treatment of assets. We 
do feel, therefore, that our position regarding the consideration of 
assets in the schedules, and our definition of those assets which are 
considered, provide for a reasonable and justifiable approach in 
measuring a family's financial strength. 

In the 1973-74 schedules, the amount of assets which was considered 
in the formula was that amount which remained after deductions were 
made for any debts against the assets and an asset reserve of $7,500. 

This treatment was revised in 1974-75 to provide for an offset 
against the contribution from assets in those cases where allowable 
deductions from income exceed the family's income. ;^his revised 
treatment has greatly reduced the numerous problems we experienced 
last year with families having farm and small business assets. 

We are, however, still concerned about those families \yho have the 
bulk of their assets in home equity, especially those with low- and 
lower-middle incomes. We are proposing, therefore, that the asset 
reserve of $7,500, which is now in use, be increased to $8,500. 

According to our latest statistics on 1974-75 basic grant applicants, 
the overall net median home equity nositiou of all dependent applicants 
having home equity, is $10,535. The median asset nosition of those 
families with home equity and who have incomes of below $9,000 per 
year is below the $8,500 offset that we are proposing. 

We believe that by increasing the asset res3rve to this level, we 
would alleviate the "problems we have rece.itly experienced. An 
illustration of the proposed change in the treatment of assets is 
attached as exhibit C. 

The last change we would propose deals with the independent 
student who was employed on a full-time basis in the base year but who 
has left his job in order to [mrsue postsecondary education. 

Currently, the independent student's eligibility is calculated on base 
year income data. The onlv provisions which would allow an inde- 
pendent student to file a l)asic grant ai)plication, using esthnated 
current year income data, are (1) the inability of the applicant to 
pursue normal income-producins: activities duo to disability or natural 
disaster, (2) the separation or divorce of the applicant since the time 
the basic grant application was filed, and (3) the death of a spouse 
whose income was included in the calculation of family income. 

Therefore, the independent applicant who was employed on a full- 
time basis and earned income in the base year has often been deter- 
mined to be ineli^ble for basic grant assistance even though the 
income earned dunng that time is no longer available. 

Accordingly, we are proposing a revision which would permit all 
indeiKjndent applicants, who were not students in the base year and 
who were employed on a full-time basis, to file a basic grant application 
using estimated current year income data. 

We are proposing this change with some reservation, however. One 
of the critical conceins we have is allowing what may be a significant 
number of applicants to use estimated income in applying for basic 
grants. 

A number of recent studies show that estimated income is unreliable 
at times, and may not, in some cases, be a valid base to use in deter- 
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We are very much aware of this and will he developing methods to 
verify the estimated data provided hy these applicants to he sure that 
abuses do not occur. 

Under the reguhition that wc would draft to implement this change, 
the student would be subject to a later adjustment in any initial pa^"- 
ment. We will be examining possible mechanism to accomplish this. 

In sunnnary, we believe that the proposed changes in the treatment 
of family si/.e offsets, social security and veterans* educational bene- 
fits, assets, and independent students will significantly improve the. 
family contribution schedules for the basic grant i)rogram. 

We have also provided you with some statistical tables on the im- 
pact of the current family contribution schedules on 1974-75 
applicants. 

I .shall be pleased to review these statistical materials with you 
and tlien answer any questions you may have. 

Senator Pell. I understand that the form is still very complicated, 
I think it would be good if a copv of the application form was mcluded 
in the record at this point together with your prepared statement. 

Mr. Bell. Yes, sir; we will do that. 

I am also hearing about the complexity of the forms. 

[The prepared statement of ^lr. Bell along with the information 
referred to follows:] 
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Mr. Chairman and itenb«rs of the SubcooBittee: 

I am pleased to be with you today to disctiss the Basic Educational 
Opportunity Grant Program and to share with you our proposals for modifying 
the Family Contribution Schedules for the 1975*76 academic year. 

Before we begin a detailed discussion of the Family Contribution 
Schedules r I would like to take this opportunity to give you a brief 
status report on the current operation of the Basic Grant Program. 

We are pleased to report that %#e are receiving 25*30,000 application 
forms per week and have received over IrOOOrOOO applications to date. 
This compares to 500,000 applications for the entire first year of 
operation. We attribute this increase in volume to several factors. 
First, as a result of your timely action on the 1974-75 Family Contribution 
Schedules, we were able to print and distribute the Basic Grant applications 
by March. This allowed us to reach many potentially eligible students 
while they were still in school. Secondly, the cooprehensive training ' 
effort which was conducted between April and June of this year resulted 
in an increased awareness of the BMic Grant Program on the part of high 
school guidance counselors, postsecondary school officials » and others 
who are in a position to assist students in making decisions regarding 
postsecondary education. These training sessions were conducted under a 
contract with the National Association of student Financial Aid Administrators, 
the iMttional Association of College and University Business Officers,^ 
and the American Personnel and Guidance Association. During this Spring 
over 500 sessions were held throughout the country, and we were very 
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pleased with the extent of perticipetion at the secondary and postsecoodary 
levels. Pinal lYr we believe that the financial aid i . o —i ni ty is such 
•ore coafortable with the Pxograa this yeai; 9nd a nuater of the operational 
and administrative probleas ejq?erienced in the first year have been 

alleviated. 

The fact that the nuaber of eligible postsecondary schools has 
increased fros about 4,300 at the beginning of 1973-74 to approadaately 
5«500 now« aUows students even greater flexibility in deteraining their 
OMi educational goals. In addition* since aost of these schools are 
acting as disbursing agents for the Prograa* we have already issued 
inicial authorizations totaling about $240 Billion to these schools to 
cover awards to first and second year students for the first half of the 
current school year. These initial authori«ations will, of course, be 
adjusted throughout the year to reflect the actual utilization of Basic 
Grant funds at each school. 

In addition to thes^ ongoing activities for the current academic 
year, we are also well !3<«r way with preparations to operate the Program 
for the 1975-76 academic year. As you may recall from our testimony 
last year, we are making every effort to further inprove the timing of 
the Basic Grant Program for the next academic year. A critical part of 
this effort is, of course, the approval of the 1975-76 Pamily Contribution 
Schedules. Our goal is to have next year's application forms printed 
and distributed to all high schools and institutions of postsecondary 
<»^ucation by the end of January 1975. 
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Since the Basic Grant is intended to be the first step in building 
a student's aid package, it is aost desirable to have applications 
available at that tine in order to permit financial aid officers to. ' 
coordinate effectively the Basic Grant with other sources of assistance 
for students. In order to aeet these objectives, we will need to have 
resolution on the Faaily contribution Schedules by Movei^r 1, 1974. if 
that deadline is not met, the Government Printing Office has infora«d MS 
that our printing schedule will have to be revised substantially and we 
will not have our materials printed and distributed until significantly 
later than Jan\iary. 
^^^r-J^euBkre hopeful, therefore, that we can %#ork with you and your staff 
in achieving an eaurly agreeoient on nodifications to the Schedules. 

Before we discuss the proposed changes we are zecoanending, i would 
like to make some general coments on the Family Contribution Schedules. 

Me think that it is extremely important to bear in mind, during 
this review of the Schedules, that the purpose of any need analysis 
system is to act as a method of distributing resources. 

I am aware that the Basic Grant formula has received some severe 
criticism regarding its "strictness**. It has been suggested that we are 
employing a "rationing** system rather than a method which accurately 
measures a family's ability to finance a student's education. Much 
criticism arises from differences in various families* perceptions of 
ability —or willingness— to pay, which involves value judgments regarding 
a family 's'standard of living. 

Another point you may want to keep in mind during these discussions 
of the Schedules is the relationship between the Family Contribution 
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Schedules and the appropriation and how that relationship affects the 
level of student awards. 

In the current academic year, with total funding of $475 million 
plus the carryover, 3asic Grant awards for first and second year students 
range from $50 to $1,050, with an average grant of $690. Given the 
level of funding (maximum $685 million) we are likely to receive in the 
FY 1975 appropriation, to cover first, second, and third year students 
in the 1975-76 school year, we will be forced to reduce awards below the 
levels for the current year without making any revisions from the 1974- 
75 Family Contribution Schedules at all. Our estimate of the funding 
level necessary to maintain the current award levels for the three 
classes of students was $762,500,000. This estimate was based on the 
1974 Family Contribution Schedules. With a $650-685 million level of 
funding, awards will be lower in 1975-76 than they are now. Substantial 
liberalizations in the Family Contribution Schedules would result in an 
even greater reduction in the student awards because of increased eligibility. 
Thus, the changes we are proposing will result in reduced awards, some 
of which may be considerably reduced below the awards for the current 
year, and any additional revisions will increase this reduction. 

We would, at this time, like to explain the changes we are proposing 
to be made in Lhe Family Contribution Schedules. These changes, we 
believe, reflect some of the major concerns which have been raised 
during this past year. These concerns have included the family size 
offsets; the treatment of social security and veterans benefits? the 
treatment of assets; and the treatment of independent students who leave 
their jobs to pursue postsecondary education. We have already outlined 




12 



Page 5 

these changes for you in my letter of Septeatoer 20, However, we would 
like to review these proposals for the record. 
Family size Offsets 
The first modification we would propose is an adjustment to the 
family size offsets, we would maintain the base which has been in use 
and make an adjustment for expected inflation as measured by the 1974 
Consumer Price Index, An illustration of the impact of this proposal is 
attached as Exhibit A. 

2- Treatment of social Security and V^t^r a ns Benefits to the Student 

As you know, another one of the continuing problems we have had is 
the treatment of the "effective income of the student, « which is defined 
by law to include any amount paid to or on behalf of a student under the 
Social security Act which would not be paid it were not a student and 
one-half of any amount of educational benefits paid through the Veterans 
Administration, since benefits paid under the Social Secixity Act or 
through the Veterans Admini titration are paid to students because they 
are? students, they appear to be for educational purposes and are a 
significant fa.- or in the calculation of the student's eligibility 
index. 

However, the assumption that social security benefits, 
continued for full-time students after they reach the age of 18, are 
available for postsecondary education may be faulty for twr major reasons. 

Under the social security syptem, dependent children raay receive 
social security benefits until the age of 18 unless a dependent child 
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continues his or her educstlon on • full-tii« basis, in vhieh case the 
benefits are paid until the age of 22. It is the aaount of these benefits 
received between the ages of 18 and 22 which «re considered to be -effective 
incone of the student.- Since thess benefits ifould not be paid to or on 

behftif of these children if they tfere not to continue tJieir education, 
we have assuMd that they could be espected as a direct contribution for 
educational purposes. 

Information from the Social Security Administration proves that; for 
many student beneficiaries, this is not a fair expectation «• the following 
example illustrates. 

Assuming that the family unit consists of a mother and two dependent 
children aqd the father is deceased, the amount of social security 
benefits paid to the family is determined in the following manner; 

A. A formula is applied to the base salary of the father to 
obtain the primary insurance aacunt (PIA) . 

B. Ohe PIA is multiplied by a percentage, (at this time 150%), to 

obtain a family maximum. For purposes of this exople assume a 

family maximum of $400 per month • The amount which can be paid to 

the mother and each dependent child is calculated on the basis of 

75 percent of the PIA for each family member. 

Mother's benefits • $205 

1st child's benefits « 205 

2nd child's benefits « 205 

Ttotal benefits $615 

,C. Since the family maximum cannot exceed $400, each family member's 
benefits are reduced on a pro rata basis to come within the $400. 
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Mother's benefits - $134 

1st child's benefits « 133 

2nd child's benefits « 133 

Total benefits $400 

D. If the first child reaches the age of 18 and does not continue 

his or her education, the distribution of benefits paid to or on • 

behalf of the mother and remaining child is redeterained by taking 

a different pro rata reduction of the total which may be -paid in 

order to cone within the family maximum. 

Mother's benefits « $200 

Child's benefits « 200 

Total benefits » $400 

Therefore, the child's decision regarding the continuation of his 

education has no impact on the total amount of social security 

benefits paid to the family. 

It is, therefore, very difficult to justify the present requirement 
that in all cases we consider all of the applicant's social security 
benefits as being available to meet the costs of his postsecondary 
education. 

I have been advised that this issue was of primary concern in 
discussions with the Conraittee on the current Family Contribution Schedules. 
As a result of these discussions, the treatment of "effective income of 
the student" was modified. In the 1973-74 academic year, the amount of 
these benefits was included as a 100 percent contribution in the determination 
of student eligibility. For the 1974-75 academic year the formula 
provides that in those cases where the allowable offsets against the 
total family income exceed the amount of that income, a deduction is 
made from the effective income of the student to offset this negative 
amount. 
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While this sodificatlqn did alleviate aoM of the problems we had 
encountered^ it appears that this treataent still results in inequities 
for many recipients of social security benefits. We would propose, 
therefore, that the social security and veterans educational benefits be 
included in and treated as '*other fasdly incone,** He feel that this 
proposed change will recognize the fact that these benefits are, in many 
cases, based upon family Mintenance requirements and are not based upon 
the student status of one family Mmber. An illustration of the effect 
of this proposed change is attached as Exhibit B. 

We should point out, however, that for a number of social security 
recipients (those who are from two menber families) the current treatment 
of social security benefits appears to be satisfactory and equitable 
since the eunount of benefits received by the family is reduced if the 
applicant does not continue his or her education after the age of 18. 
It would r however r be extremely difficult for us to collect the necessary 
data and make determinations on the portion of the family's social 
security support which is based upon the applicant's student status. 

A second and much more serious concern is the is^ct wh>ch this 
proposed revision would have on recipients of veter£tns benefits. As you 
know, there are two kinds of veterans benefits which are included in the 
definition of **effective income of the student." The first is survivors 
benefits which are very similar in nature to social security benefits. 
The second is G.I. Bill payments which are clearly for educational 
purposes. Since only fifty percent of veterans benefits are considered 
in the Basic Grant system, a definite and strong advantage is given to 
G.I. Bill recipients. Hoyever, we feel that this inequity is not as 
serious as that faced by social* security recipients and is one that we 
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are willing to live with during the existing 1975-76 academic year in 
order to give priority to correcting the problems of social security . 
recipients, this is not the best way to treat veterans benefits and, 
accordingly r we intend to seek remedial action as part of our legislative 
program for Higher Education next year* 

3» Treatment of Assets 

As I am sure you know, the treatment of assets in the Basic Grant 
Schedules has been the subject of con side r2d>le debate since the inception 
of the program* Recently, there has J^en some discussion regarding 
eliminating assets completely from the Schedules or exempting certain 
kinds of assets (e*g*, home equity) from consideration. 

He believe, however, that assets must be considered in the Basic 
Grant Schedules because they contribute significantly to a family's 
financial strength. 

The next issue which has been raised in the long debate over assets 
is the suggestion that only ** liquid** assets be considered. However, as 
you can imagine, the distinction between ''liquid" and "non- liquid" 
assets is a difficult one to make and one which involves a significant 
degree of individual discretion and judgment. This again is a matter 
which would require value judgments regarding a family's lifestyle and 
personal financial objectives. 

We do feel, therefore, that our position regarding the consideration 
of assets in the Schedules, and our definition of those assets which are 
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con%i^*iz*i*^, provide for a reasonable and justifiable approach in measuring 
a family's financial strength. 

In the 1973-74 Schedules, the amount of assets which was considered 
in the formula was that inount which remained after deductions were made 
for any debts against the assets and an £sset reserve of $7,500. 

This treatment was revised in 1974-75 to provide for an offset 
Lgainst the contribution from assets in those cases where allowable 
deductions from income exceed the family's income Tiii9 revised treatment 
has greatly reduced the numerous problems we experienced last year with 
families having farm and small business assets. 

We are, however, still concerned about those families who have the 

r 

bulk of their assets in home equity, especially those with low and 
lower-middle incomes. We are proposing, therefore, that the asset 
reserve of $7,500, which is now in use, be increased to $8,500. According 
to our latest statistics on 1974-75 Basic Grant applicants, the overall 
net median home equity position of all dependent applicants having home 
equity, is $10,535. The median asset position of those families with 
home equity and who have incomes of below $9,000 per year is below the 
$8,500 offset that we are proposing. 

We believe that by increasing the asset reserve to this level, we 
would alleviate the problems we have recently experienced. An illustration 
of the proposed change in the treatment of assets is attached as Exhibit C. 

4. Treatn>ent of Independent students 

The last change we would propose deals with the independent student 
who was employed on a full-time basis in the base year but who has left 
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his job in ordtor to pursut potttscondary tducation. Currently, th« 
independent student's eligibility is calculated on base year incone 
data, the only provisions which i#ould allow an independent student to 
file a Basic Grant application using esti«ated current year incoaw data 
are <1) the inability of the applicant to pursue norsMl incone-producing 
activities due to disability or r ttural disaster, <2) the separation or 
divorce of the applicant since the tiM the Basic Grant application was 
filed, and <3) the death of a spouse whose income was included in the 
calculation of faaily contribution. 

Therefore, the independent applicant who was employed on a full** 
tiM basis and earned incoae in the base year has often been detemined 
to be ineligible for Basic Grant assistance even though the incone 

earned during that tiM is no longer available. 

Accordingly, we are proposing a revision which would permit all 
independent applicants, who were not students in the base year and who 

were employed on a full-tiM* basis, to file a Basic Grant application 

using estimated current year incoM data. 

He are proposing this change with som reservation, however. One 

of the critical concerns we have is allowing what My be a significant 

number of applicants to \xse estlMted incOM in applying for Basic 

Grants. 

A nuaber of recent studies show that estiMted incoM is unreliable 
tiMs, and My not in som cases be a valid base to use in determining 
need for financial aid jrograM. we are very much aware of this and 
will be developing Mtho<ls to verify the estiMUd data provided by 
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thes« applicants to b« sur^ that abusts ^ not occur. Undar tha ra9ulation8 
that wa %to\ild draft to iii«>lawnt this changa* tha studant would ha 
sti>jact to a latar adjusta«nt in any initial payMnt. Ht will ha axaminin? 
possibla MchanlsM to accomplish this. 

Zn suNMry^ wa baliava that tha proposad changas in tha traatMnt 
of family sisa offaats* social sacurity and vaurans aducatlonal banafits* 
assats# and indapandant studants will significantly iaprova tha Family 
contribution Schadulas for xii% Basic Grant program. 

Vte hava also providad you with aomt statistical tablas on tha impact 
of tha currant Family Contribution Schadulas on 1974-75 applicants. 

Z shall ha plaatad to raviaw thaaa statistical matarials with you 
and than anawar any quastions you may hava. 
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muttrfttion of PropoMd ChMg* ia th« F«mUy SU« OffttU 



Family of 4 - 1 pvrwi workiag 
FMily Incomt - $6,000 
Iacoai« Tax Paid - 0 
On« Child in CoU«f« 



74*75 Offaau 



Family lacoma 

Lata Family Sisa Offaat 

Diacrationary Incoma 

Timaa ExpacUtion Rata 
Expacution from Incoma 



6,000 
4>440 
1,3S0 
>20. 
$ 2IS 



4,000 

sai5 

IIS 

.20 
S 177 



29 



Exhibit B 



Illuf trsUon of PropoMd Chtngc ia th« TtMtMAt «f 

Socitl Security Bta^ts 



Family of 4 - I pwr«nt wcrking 
Family Income - 16,000 
Income Tax p*id - 0 

Social Security BentfiU to Student * $1«200 



Preeent Method 



Family Income 
Other Income 
Total Family Income 
Um Family Site Offset 
Diecretionary Income 
Times Expectation Rate 
Expectation from Income 

Effective Income of the Student 

Expectation from Effective Income 

ExpecUtion from Income and. 
Effective Income of the Student 



Propoeed Change 



6«000 


6,000 


0 


1^200 


6,000 


7,200 


5.U5* 


5, US 


•IS 


2,015 


.20 


.20 


177 


417 


1*200 


0*» 


X,200 


0 



$U377 



$ 417 



•Note thet the proposed Family Site Offset has been used to lUustrste 
change in the treatment of social security beneflu only. 

••Proposed change Includes elfecUve income of the student in other Income. 
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Illustration of Proposed Change in the Treatment of Assets 



FvnUy of 4 - 1 parent working 
Family Income - $6,000 
Income Tax paid - 0 • 
Net Assets of Family - $9,000 
One Child in College 



Family Income 

Less Family Size Offset 

Discretionary Income 

Times Expectation Rate 
Expectation from Income 

Net Assets 

Less Asset Reserve 

Available Assets 

Times ExpecUtion Rate 
Expectation from Assets 

ExpecUtion from Income and 
Assets 



Present Method 


Proposed Change 


6.000 


6.000 




5.115 


885 


885 


.20 


.20 


177 


177 


9,000 


9,000 


7,500 


8.500 


1,500 


500 


.05 


.05 


$ 75 


$ 25 


$ 252 


$ 202 



-Wote that the proposed 1975-76 Family Size Offset has been used to iUustrate 
the asset change only. 
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Aiipticatkm 1974-75 



Basic 
Educational 
Mpportunity 
Orant 
Program 




Look into Basic Grants 
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OmaUL INfOMMTION 

Tht BMic Education^ CpportiinHy Grant Pnj^ 
Mral aid profram Mfntd to provMt ffnandal at- 
tistaiK* to tfioM wlio Mtd tt to atland post-M0i school 
aducatkml (futttutloni. BMie Grants ara ifitandad to ba 
ttia 'iloor'* of a financial aM pactata and m«y Iw com. 
biaotf «Mi oltiar toma of aid in ofdMT to inaat tha f>H 
coats of education. Tha amount of yovr aaiic Grant is 
dMMminadontiiabaaiaof your own and your family's 



You will ba aUgHUa for a franl if you maal aavam Im* 

IWIHnCflMnK 

1. You haiaaalab i iiiiad your UnandalnaadtymnBaof 
HiaBGOQa^piicadoii. 

2. You baiM or wiU ba^in your poti-hii^ achool aduca- 
tion a«» 1. IfTt. if you hawa tahm coMiii 
coursaa wMla aMU anandbif him school orif you 
tiM^aorallad In a ramadlai pi^^ 

* 3*^**««««^to«l»<yfcraQ«nt 

3. You wNI ba anraHad in an aHUbla pratram at an 

coMap^ univanNy, mcMmI or laMeil 
aciiool.ands^«Wboatlndh«onahdMlmab«ris. 
^' y;y?«»'g'qM»wy«wlnthatJnHad9tali»ltor 
«tfiirthan a tamponnr porpoaaand iolHid to baeoma 
apiraiananivVoidM 

thoTrastTarrHoffHoftliaPlcmeWanda. 
ThaBaateEducationalC^ 

yd,un iihaaioan,doaanothaMOtobtiipaid,ltl«a» 
tfmalad that durh« in 1974-75 acadomic yaar tha 
aMMdawNtrantabalwianlSOandim. 

M0*TO A«1Y 

tionofal|gU%andsanditinthaanMlopayouraoahf«l 



wHh lhaaa RstarMs. 00 not aand fflonsic your applica- 
tion will baprecoaaodfraaofchaiia, 

WMnfouriraals you should raoalMaSliidMEl^^ 
Rtpoft (9EfO which wHI indfcala tha raaults of your 



Tha^ should ba mbw dt tid to tha Shidant Baaadal 
Aid OfRct at tho instilolion in which you piM to anroK. 
sAoaathoaNMuntofyouraNlc Omit win bacsteolBlsd. 

ADOmOIMLINFOMIATION 



If you nsad aaalslMet in eonpMhif this form, oortM 
tha luidMioaoounoiloril your looalhlilisehool or your 



Ifyoudonotraoaiwiatiapoiiaatoyour a ppil cai lo n wI Ui l n 
tte waslcs, you can wrNae BB)a BOK 184% «)lHMi«lon, 
aa 20013. Ba aura to Myda your namSkaddiMik and 
sodai aaewl^ nunbar. 

fiw thosa applloMte whoaa fiaanclbl ehoMilHMS hava 
chaniadsipMeaiilhfSinoa 1973 (for hMlMoa^doatotha 
tnompldymsnto^ 

tehia a ffupm s w a m al ton ii t mW iSi wWi thai»plicaMolt 
Thtofomwllboti^^ 

nnMcMa«Mmmiyalnba«Mlatoy9uthiw#i 
^J*^ •^ ' ^ tU i o lii s lil M 
0r Qlhar flnrndal iM pngnMSr tha iwMi of tha eom< 
PiMloft of your BmIc Grant '^HtgbM^ tadarmsv ba 
ntaaaadtoyour9lrtaacholaishipaBM^.Tharasidtwill 
banfoisad ontf to siBlas with which tha GMoa of Gdu. 
ggohhas ajra a w m da to pratict tha ooKdw ii al ^^ of 
MMprm^ 

«M only ba uoad to halp you hi obtMt tha linaneial 

;^Momiytoflnanoayourpoat4riilisohoola^ 

andtrainin§i 
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Instructions 



It Is Important th*t you nad Uk lintnidlons white com- 
pMInt th« form. K tlx form It compMid cooKtly, your 
ippllcitlon CM to pncMSHi without uncMctttny iMlqr. 
'EMiy itlwnpt hM bMn mtd* to Indude only thow quo- 
tlan* tint an otoolutdy nocesury. All Informotlon will, 
o( courw, t» trMtod contldontlally. 

TOCOMPLETETHEAPPUCATION FORM: 

—PLEASE REMOVE THE APPLICATION 
FORM CAREFULLY BEFORE COMPLET- 
ING IT. 

—PLEASE PRINT ALL INFORMATION IN 
BALL POINT PEN OR IN INK. 

—AS YOU EmiR INFORMATION ON 
THIS APPLICATION. PLACE ONLY ONE 
LETTER OR NUMBER IN EACH SMALL 
BOX: 



nsEmisiiasDiaisiii 



—ENTER AMOUNTS IN DOLLARS; OMIT 
CENTS* DO NOT LEAVE DOLLAR ITEMS 
BLANK; ENTER A ZERO (0) IF THE ITEM 
DOES NOT APPLY TO YOU. DO NOT 
USE WORDS SUCH AS "UNKNOWN/* 
"NONE," OR "SAME" 

—SEND THE COMPLETED FORM TO: 

BEOG PROGRAM 
BOX 2264 

WASHINGTON. D.C. 20013 



NftpOtAMTfOir 

M CntwthtapprapcMtln«ormMlon.Your 
•octal Mcjrtty numbtr must bt pro- 
vWtd in to pfOCMt ttw appMct- 

Hon* 

4. tf you hMo modi oprtUmlMfydvcWoii 
•bout ttM ochool or coltogt you «M 
most VMf bo attMdUif duriflg tho 
1974-7S^c^d«micyotr, •nt«r »• nonw 
•nd oddrm. H you hm not ytt dt- 
dd^d on • particutor •choot. you m«y 
ItMO thl« ItMvi btonk. Um abbrovta- 
tionoo»Mc«t<ary. 

§,4, Entorlho^ppropristolntonmtlon.Uoo 
tUb mM o w vitMn n i c iwiry, Tlw 
Stoto Cod« for addrM^M !• print«l tt 
thorltfit 

7, If you •!• alnilo. wKtMut d«p«rNfonts. 
omit QUittlon 7* 

If you oro marrM or htwo dap«nd«ntt, 
nod both ••fldbb«lo«: 
a. Ent^r tho total ilio of your haim- 



chUdfWi who •(• d^pu d nt on you 
for moro than half th«lr aupport 
Alto Inchid* othar p^rtons who oro 
ralaltd to you or Ifvf At wWi you Md 
for whom you provMo mora than 
half th«lr lupport tf you aro dl< 
vorcad or aaparatad, do not includa 
yjuf ipQuia 

^ Cfttar tha mimbar of ptnena IMad 
in Itam 7a abow who will ba attand- 
in( pott-high school aducational 
Inttlttitlona during tha 1974-75 
acadtmic yaar. Includa only thoaa 
who will ba attandlng on at laaal a 
haHtima baala. Do not Includa 
fomlly mambari who will ba anrollad 
in alamantary, Junior high or high 
•chool during tho 1974-75 oca* 
damic yaar. 

Entar tha approprlata informatien. 
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NOTE: WfitntvtrttwtffTn ''pMRt'' It Mtd. this RMMt your 
mothv or MlMr or pmn iibo pfovl^ 
lyr^tty hstfyjuriiippoftlfi^pytntitmttpiiilidcf 
tfhwejd, only Intprmtlton «Mch appiM to Iht pMl «tio 
pravMM tho larfttt amount of your support should bo 



PItsio onttr zorois for thoso Niint thrt do noe aprtf to you 
or your ptrints. AU «|UfW should sntsrod In MMQ o«ll 



Ml. CirtorthooppraprtatsinfbrmstloR. 

12, Entor tho total sin of your parMts' housahold. tncluda 
yoursalf, parants, and chUdran who art dopandtnt on 
your psrants for, mora than hatf thair support. Also 
induda ethar parsons ivho a» ralatad to your parMts or 
IMng wHh thsm and for whom thay pfovlda mofo than 
halfthairsupport 

II. Enlar ths numhsr of parwns llstsd In Km.i 12 abovo 
wtovrfUteittandlnc post-high school aducatlonal In- 
•tltutlons durfnc ths 1974-75 scsdamie yasr. includa 
pniy thoas vdio sM bs sttanding on at laast a half tima 
bsals. Do not Induds family mambars who will bs 
smoUsd m slawsnt o i y. Junior high or high school dur^ 
Ingths 1974-75 scsdamie yaar. 

sacnoN c^mKJun mm 

VJS!^ ' W.*^ ^ pirint(S), or plan to do so. during 
1973, 1974, .or 1975, chadt YES for ths approprlats 
ysan. 1^ would chacfc YES If you ifvsd at homa fo^ 
psriod of mora than two comacutlvw waaks duHns that 
yssr. 

tS* tf you wars or will bs llstsd as sn sxamptlon on your 
psrsnts' FMsrsI Inoems Tsx Ralum for 1973. 1974 or 
1975. chock YES for thssppropriatsywrs. 

If you rseshwd or sxpsct to ncsivs mofs thsn $600 In 
finsndal ssalatsncs from your psrantCt) In 1973. 1974. 
'^Li^f ' ^ YB tor ths approprlata yaars. Indudad 
undar finsndst ssslstsncs srs such Hams ss room snd 
boart for parieds you llvsd st homo, ctothas. madlcat and 
dantal csra. csth ||fis. snd coat of aducatkm. Ettfmc^ 
tt)sv«lus of ,tuch Itams In datarmlning whsthar you rw- 
esh^ mora thsn 1600 In financial sisistsncs from yot'r 
parmts. ' 

MTOIITANT 

lJ^^i^1f^!^*^^^*vnmikm(x^, IS or 
JSJ!li??*2f* S»^^coinpM»m^ Saetton 0. snd sign. 
InstfvctlonsfbrStctlsnObiilnonthltpsis. 

|f you cMnd NO for si yosrs snd sU qussUons (14. 15 snd 
t ^pliMS complsts asfy Sadlon E. and il0u 



If) In SactlOfI C» ^mm ^mamm mmw a 
tns(nicth)nsfofSactlaftgN^onpsia4. 



naass complsts Hams 17 thru 31 tegathitr ^ your P^f^rts. 
oincs thay must supply ths nssdad IntermatkM on Ineoma. 

M^MnfonnattonwhldisppIlM 

largsst amount of ycur aupport shouki bs submHtsd. 

HOTfc lt yourparantssi»r%*WanttofPuartoRJeo.thsVIfiln 
I?*"? J^?*' ^'w^n Samoiy. or ths Trurt Tarritorlaa snd 
thjr fiM sn Incoma Tax Ratum wHh that Govammant In 1973. 
thay should «ttar ths Infomutkm that corrtaponds to that 
r*ju wtad in th« itam* balow. 
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JOO 


1 






JOO 


|l|0|9 




2 


.00 



INOOMC 

17. EnlM'thsnumbsrfspoftsdonilns7ofrMiftllnoems 
Ite Ritum form 1(M(K or llns 7 of form 1040A. If your 
Py wts srs rosrr lsd and fllad aapsfsts^y. sntar ths turn of 
thalr sxsmpdons* 

!«. Cntsrthssmountllitsdonllnsl8ofl973FSdsrsllncoms 
Tsx Mm) lorni 1040. or Uns 12 of fonn 1040A. If par* 
ints srs msrrlad snd fllad aapsrstaly. sntsr ths sum of 
ttdr Ad^uatad Qroas Ineomaa. If your pi rants hava not 
flW a IMum for 1973 but wtti do so. sniar ths amount 
SL'iiA!?' i^Jfi^ »«««»^ W your params 
dkl not hsvs to flls s Ratum for 1 973. aniar a zaro. 

l*i GirtsrthstportlenofHsmltthstwssssmsdthreui^saf 
plQmsnt^ (0) Mm snd (b) mothsr. tnduds on^ 
MM^MMSi snd Q«hsr Inooms from smplpymsnt thtt 



wM bs rspjsrtid on s form. Ik> Ml Indute 
Ineems sa sltmocy. dMdanda, or Intaraat 

EntarthssumofthsfottowlBgtypssololhsrIncomsywir 
parsntCa) racshfsd during 1973 (do not Indudo sny In. 
coms sirssdv rsportad In Rsm 13 abovs): 
•* AH SoeUl SscurHy bsnoffls SNOM thoss rscaM Ibr 

msmbars of ths housshoM; rsport sppHesnTs MM 

. SjcurHybsnsmionfylnHariSr^^^^ 

*L^!!?~ ^ ths 

sPWnnt or sducstlonal bansfKs neilMd by olhir 



0* Wmrs bsnsflts— Induds smounts rscslvsd thmM 
Wd to FsmOlaa wHh O^mSSita^S^^ 
similar programs. 

Ch>W wwort rscshMd forthossdiBdrsfl bidodsd te 
Hsm ISsbovs. 

Othsr^nduds sny othsr Inooms rseafvsd In 1978 
that wat not subjact to FadarsI Incoms Tsx. CKsmsIss 
of such Incoms siw: Intarast on tsx'frss munletasl 
bonda. uirtsxad portions of psnskma. untaxsd portloM 
of capttal galna. mllKary aubalalsncs snd qusrlift 
sIkMMneas and untSMSdsamad Incoms. 
Do Mt Includa any antouMs ncalvsd from studant sld pro* 
gjwj^ sa sduestkxMl losna. worfc^ pngramC^or 

Entar ths smount of tax nportsd on lino 18 of FSdarsI 
Incoms Tax form 1040 or llna 19 of form 1040A of Us- 
^ Parsntd) whoss Incoms wsa rsportsd 
?5i5rii?iS??' •'P«««»»«>v»notfllsdsfJatumfbr 
1973, but wNI do so. sntsr sn sttlmsts of ths tlx paid. 
OoiMloof^tMwtthhsklonML2fbrm.lfth4ydklnothsvs 
tofUss Rstum for l973,sntsrs2sro. 

^ P"*^ thslrdsduetlonson thdr 1973 

f^?«» Tsx Ratorn. aniar ths sum of ttnss 2 snd 6 
iTl^Hl^^^ tfyourpsrantstooks stand, 
srd dsductkm <^ dU not hsvs to IDs s Ratum fbr 1973. 
sntsr ths smount of thsir houashokTs madlcal «tpsnass 
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rffrtnit. pTitwyftft iff^ft BtaiMoii AHdlMM y^^yrtft, indiMto only thou 



23. If MMT pMMll I 

NM IiimTk lllhim. ofAv tK^ 
■Mai«tMMditoA(tonnl04(9.lfyour9iiWtoloeka 
tMMtf MMlltii or dU iMt tavo to ilo ■ Mini for 
IfTI, dMMmlnothoaiiioiMft of oteh lott, not cvvorod by 

liHii diioto thoftof propor^ loot or dowojod by 

giMVlW cv acddont. iMiMnicto, otc. 9iibtrMt f 
«Mi i» anoimt d ooch tow. Total tto not omouRt of 
•Mh of tlMOo looMO and Mtor this wm. 

NOTIs for a comploto doocriptton of tho oiponMO for Itomo 
22 and 23> 000 iMtnJctkm fer form 1040 for Moral Inoomo 
TwRotum. 

Atim 

MHf: tn compMng itoim 24-27, do sol nport any aooot 
MmthinoQooi* 

0. Eniwtliooolln«lodpraoontiMitatvalutofyour 

^ StrthotwoyBtof prMontimpold m o rt pgior 

^ EMv tlw M ol tlio oittmalod pnamt mirtiot 
«ilMolNNri«l oMio your pofOfHi own (nport 
Ira iirt MM iiiiy In ilm 2< oad 27 Mm) 
Ml nil toW milM ^tlM of yoir porintt* Invoit* 



of 111* amont of PMont unpaid 
1^ or nMid diMi on tM Nol oalito ati 
of dMagM your poranti' Invoit* 



M-27.0. GiiwthamiftatMluaofyDurpaionti^budnooa 

^ ite).DoiiotlMliidttiemaHltwtModinttom24. 

** BMIar tlia amount of unpoM iiirwtpp or rolotod 
diMi on tto buriMW or imn. H porants o«m part 
of a builnaaa (fMi). omv only tha valuo of ttalr 
atari of tto Mnooi (iMn). and o«|y iMirilai* 
of unpaid iiiiiilpii 

^ ERtorthooppropHHaaniount 

APfLWANT 

29- Entortha amount Of bonaitaptrmofltti you ORpoct to 
racaM botNOon July 1. 1974 and Juno aa 1979. 
Ineittda oa^ iliooa lodai tKisfly boooMi Itat you 
fmlM booMM yw «• or Ml bo a 8lM«. If you 
doMtlmiMiaMi«»yNmqfobMntMiliifc^ 
IIM ftom Ita aMil tMl^ AdMNlrttillon'a DMrtct 
OiitoaiMcli iMvlNiyMroMR. 
^' mtt tta MMtar of MflK you oapoet to ncatM 
taM tMurf^ odMiiMil bmma bolwaon July 1. 
1074aiidJMi»2ai97f. 

30. 0. DAarttaanourtofltabaMttipormootAyNi^ioet 
to iMKwbatMMiJaiy 1. 1974aodJuna$0. 197$. at 



I Itat you fooiiva booauaa you art or «i( bo a 

aiMML 

^' Calir tha nuate of montba yoc ovpoct to looolva 
MiMM ndunrtoMl bonolta botwoon July 2. 1974 

bilvtbtiniofyourprooonfaavlnpandthapniantnit 
vatua of your ottior aooott, Indudkif b iw otm on ta , raal 
ootato. Niharnancoo, and tnNt fundi. Oo Ml bHNda your 
automobNa. oUmp or eUn ooNoeiion, or otfnr panona^ 
propifty or arqf amouAto raoilvid tbraui^ adueotlinal 



•t do not apply to you or y< 

You and your poraiiKo) atauM road tlia M Halo* 
■wt c a nfuPy and aUn In tbo appnprlrta pUcaa. 



Ptaato compMo HwM 32 thfoui^ 48 and alvi tha ililMMnt 
at tho bottom. Itomi apply to bocfi you and iwir opOM MlMa 
youaraaipara todofdhwtod. 

HOTC: |fyouaroarMldOTtoffuorteRlco.ttoVlr|^lalanda, 
Quom, Amirtcan Samoa, or tha Trait Tonltorlia and INad an 
Incoma Tax Roturn with that imrnnMnt tn 1973, you atiould 
onlor tha ^formation that conoppondato that riquM 
llimabalow. 

noaaa antar xarooi for thoaa Rama that do Mt apply to you 
apouia). Alt nguroa Aould bo ontorad in doiart; anil 



(or your a 

OMil* 



3|2|0| JQO 



Entor |320.18thtaMy: | 
Entar $13S1.14tMaw«y: | |t|e|S|i ( .00 
Enlar 810,972.77 thliwiy: H |0|9|7|2l i)0 
INCOME 

^- Enter tha numbir ripoitod on Hno 7 of FOdaril Ineoma 
Tut Ratum form 1040 or lino 7 of form 1040A. If you 
and your apouaa ara manrted and fIJad aaparately, anter 
thaaum of your«miplioni. 

Enter th* amount roportad on Hno 15 of 1973 Fadaral 
InoemiTax Ratum fonn 1040. or lino 12 of form 1040A. 
If you ond your ipouao ara marrtad and fHod topanttly, 
anter tha aum of your Adiuttad Orott Incemof. If you hava 
yattolHa a Rohim for 1973 but plan to do so, ontartha 
amount to bo llitod aa Adjuttad Qioai Incoma. If ntHhar 
you noryour ipOMM had to fita a Ratum for 1973, antar a 
MTO. Do Ml Indudo any Ineoma racalvad af tha mult of 
amploymant prevldad by ttudant aid programa. 



2S 



91. Eimr ttMt poftlon of Him 33 thtt WM MriMd through 
•*|'gj> y«»owt ^ W opplicinloodCb) spouM. Includt only 
MfHt ntortw, ond othor Incofno from omptoyrrMi'it thct 
would bo fvportod on • w>2 form. ORCopt any IncoiM 
€Oivtd M ttM mult of «mp(oym«nt provkM by studtnt 
Hid proifwnt. Oo Mt includ* MCh Incomt m alimony. 



91 Cmtr ttio turn of tho MIowlfic lypoo of Incomo yoo or 

yoyr tpouoo rocolvod durfnf 1973 (do not Indudo any 

IncoHM you raportid In Nam 33): 

a. AN SocM laeurtty banama oitcape thoaa you racalvad 
or aducatlonal bonaflta racofvad by othar mamtart of 
|yfte aahcld;ra|wttyour3ocia!Sacuf1tyaducatlonal 
li*"a^ls onl^ Hi Mom 44« 

^ AllvilMnabanolltaaRcapethoaoyouncalvadoradu- 
coManal banaffts raeaivad by othor mambara of your 
tmaahold; raport your valarwia banaftta for oducatfon 
cat. and War Orphana' and WWowa* Education 
Aaiia(«noo)inltom45. 

c WiMmo h anaita li n lu d a amounta racMvod thmiah 
AW to FamHiaa wWt Dapondant CMtdran and othar 



d. 0»M auppoft raoatwid lor tbaaa cftMdran Indudad m 
liam7a«bova. 

^ Otbar— incMa any otborlncomaracotyad in 1973 that 
K^nat aubjact to Fadaral incomo Tai« Examplaa of 
auch Incdma arK military aubalalanca and quailara 
•NoNMicaa. untaaad partiona of panalona, untBKad por. 
tlona of capital m^.*, incomo from tax fraa municipal 
bonda, and umaMd aamad incoma. 
Da Ml InMa any amoufHa lacolvad from atudant aid pro- 
dducatisns! loana, awk-atuiir prvramt. or 

91. Efllaf tha amount of tax lapoM on Una 19 of Fadaral 
UioamaTaxflabimtennl040orUnal9of«orm 1040A. 
N you and ydur apouaa lUad aapamtaly, antar tha sum 
of y«K Fodoral Incoma Taxaa pdd. If you hava not fllad a 
Ralum for 1973 but wlH do ae, antar an aatlmato of tha 
tan to ba paid. Do Ml copy tax wltMiald on W-2 Ibrm. If 
you and yaur apouaa did not ha«« lolilo a Datum for 1973. 
antof a larou 

97, If you and your spouMNMnUad your daductlona on your 
1973 Fadaral Inoema Tax ftatum, antar tha aum of itnaa 
2 OAd < fr«n Schadula A (term 104(»). If you and/or 
yauf apouaa tooh a atandard daductlan or did not hava 
to «ia a Ralum tor 1973. aniar tha amount of your 
houaahald'a madical «panaM from tha teliowiM Hat (do 
nellAduda m amaunt of modlcal and dantti wpanm 
OMarod by inauraaoa)* 

a. ^ymanto tor madldnaa, pmacripdan dn«i. and 



k. ^itmanto to hoapNala. dactoft. danlMi, and nuraaa. 

madkali>daur. 

fKaialda. 

d. nytMato far ambulancaaantoa and ottwrtraval coals 
nacaaaaiytoptmadicai'cM. 

^ !^J?!**!)!<)^*l^MamMyeurdadudfaiao^ 
1973 Italuav f?^ the amount raportad on ihta 29. 
uio A Khmm 1040). If you and/or your apouaa took a 
fil^i***''**^ or did not hava to ma a Kabim ibr 
1973. ditarmina tha amount of aach loot. Ml eoMiad 
by (ftauranca. dtia to thafi or proparty loal otdMMaad by 
at<^, car aeddant ahipwrodti. ale SubtiMl $1M 
fram t}«^ amount of aach loot. Total tha natamoum of atdl 
ol thoM iaaaM and antar tha aum. 



NOTE: complata daacription of tha axpanaaa for Kama 
*^ Instfuctiona for Fadaral Incomo Tax Ratum 

form 104a 

Assm 

NOTC: In compiatinc itwnt 39-42. do raport any auat 
mora than onca. 

39. a. oatimatad pmmt marfcat valua of your 

k. Entar tha amount of prasant unpaid mortfifi or 
ralataddabtoonthathoma. 

40. a. Entar tha aMi of tDa oatimatad prnaant marliat 

valua of othor raal aatata you may own (raport fiMm 
and buainaaa only In itama 41 and 42 balow) and 
tha total marM valua of your tnvaatmanta, Indud* 
incatocka^bondi. and othar aacuritlaa. 
k. Entar tha aMi of tha amount of praaant unpaid 
mortfaca or ralatad dabta on that mal aatata and 
tha amount of dabU apinat your Invaatmanta. 

41-42. «. Entar tha marltat vaiua of your butlnaaa or hm 
(includinf valua of bulMinfi. machlnary. ate). Oo 
net includa homa if it MM llatad In itam 39. 
k. Entar tha amount of unpaid mortfifa or ralatad 
dabta on your buainaaa or farm. If you ovm port 
of a buainaM (farm), antar only tha valua of yfjr 
ahara of buainaM (farm), and only your ahara of 
unpaid mortsifa. 

43. Entar tha approprlata amount Oo Ml Indudo any 
amounts racah^ through aducatkmal loana. 

AmiCAMT 

44. «. Entar tha amount of banaflta par month you Mpact to 

rocaiva babaaan July 1, 1974 and Jum 30, 1975. In- 
cluda only thoM Social Sacurlty banafitt that you 
rocolva bacauM you aro or will bo a abidant If you do 
not know this amount, you may oMain thia Intormatlon 
from tha Social Sacurlty Adminlatnitlon'a Olatrkt Offieo 
that aaiviCM your claim, 
k. Entar tha numbar of montha you aapact to rocaiva 
Social sacurlty aducationat banafKa balwoan July I, 
1974 and Jum 30, 1975. 

41*. Entar tha amount of tha banafits par month you Mpoct 
to rocaiva batwoan July 1, 1974 and Jum 30. 1975 m 
Mrt of tha VataraM EducatioMi Aaaiatanco--ai. Bill 
Frarun. K you do not know this amount, contact your 
local VataraM Administration offico. AIM Indudo tha 
amount par month you OKpact to racalvo undar tha Wbr 
Ojhana^ WkloM' Education AaaManM Profram. 
Induda only thoM amounta that you rocaiva bacauM 
you ara or will M a atudant. Oo not Indudo your 
apouM'a vataraM banaflta for oducatlon. 
k. Cntor tha numbar of months vou oipact to racafw 
vatoraM aducatlonal banaflta balwaan July 1, 1974 
£ndJuM30«l975. 



Hu ll ifc i UH P h towrtwaMraavaiyftamtoabaan 
M«|Mi< aiid M MMM kava baan aolarad tor 
IhaM ftsMB thai do Ml apply to yoH or yaor apauaa. 

naaM raM tlM Anal alaiamaiil arafoHy. Yaii afcabM 
al0i in tha appraprlato placa. atoi« with yaur spauM. 
AppNcatlaM which ara nat signM win ba latumad. 
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Senator Pell. As I understand it, you have made four changes. 
FHt you have updated it to take into account and con^der inflation. 

Second) you change your treatment of social security and veterans' 
benefits. 

Third, you have upped the asset reserve from $7,500 to $8,500. 
And, fourth, the independent students are assessed on the basis of 
the current year, not the previous year. 
Mr. Bell. That is right, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator Pell. I think for the future if you could just say that m I 
minute, it will come through clearly. 

Is there anything of unportance beyond that? 

Mr. Bell. I think we need to correct one point on the independent 
students, and I will ask Mr. Phillips to respond to that, if he will. 

Mr. Phillips. Well, the recommendation here covers only mdepend- 
ent students who were working full-time the previous year, and who 
are making a choice to leave full-time employment in order to go into 
full-time student status. . . 

It is not for all independent students that we would use estimated 

year data. . . i • i . 

Senator Pell. I think the fault now rests almost entirely with the 
Congress for not appropriating the necessary funds. The agency has 
followed the intent of the Congress, broadened the base of those who 
are eligible, and Congress has not, as it should have, appropriated the 
additional funds to handle on an equal basis this broader base. 

Is that not true? 

Mr. Bell. I am concerned that the size of these erants not be 
decreased so much that they lose their significance, as I am sure the 
chairman is aware, in tWs regard. . 

Senator Pell. Right. I regret it, too. We would hope that the pres- 
sure of the different students who had already benefitted by the basic 
grant each year, as you know, would become an interest gtonp who 
would cause the appropriation to be expanded the next yew*. But this 
apparently is not workmg as well as the subcommittee had hoped, and 
I am sure you had hopea also. 

Mr. Bell. Right. , , , . , , 

Senator Pell. I commend you on the speed in which you have gone 
ahead with the basic grant program, because you really have moved 
fast especially bearing in mind the weakness of Government with 
regard to expeditious action. . , 

I would note that other changes in higher education programs made 
more than 2 years ago have not been similarly implemented. 

When would you expect the regulations effecting the changes made 
by Congress in the supplemental educational grant program and the 
college work study program?^ 

We are getting some questions on that. . , ^ in,, . . . 

Mr. Bell. I will ask Mr. Herrell, who is the Bureau Chief, to 

^^ISfnHERRELL. Senator, it is expected that supplemental education 
grant regulations mil be out within the next 30 days. 
Mr. Bell. I would say, Mr. Chairman, that I am certainly pressing 

on these. . , . . i 

I have just constantly heard about our slowness in getting regula- 
tions out, and I really feel that we have got to improve our track 
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record. And I know we are constantly promising these, but they will 
be put, and we are making progress on this problem and the great 
backlog that we have m this regard. 

my own ambition is to see these grants move 
up to the full 1,400 and moving on from there. That would be probably 
some years from now. 

Mr. Bell. I would expect it would be with the economic situation 
that we have now. 

Senator Pell. But you see it operating as the floor on which we 
will DUiid some of the other programs. 

Mr. Bell. Yes. 

And this, of course, is part of the whole package. And I think a very 
fine student aid program so that we can m&e them really fuUv 
meamngful. ^ 

Senator Pell. When Mr. Weinbereer was before us for confirma- 
tion, he referred to the grants as the Pell Grants. 

Does anybody do that any more within HEW? 

Mr* Bell. I have not heard that, Mr. Chairman, and I am rela- 
tively new. They still may be domg that. 

Senator Pell. Thank you. 

On a totally different matter, the Congress passed the Education 
Amendments of 1974 this year, and this set up certain programs and 
requirements for the implementation of those programs. 

Would you supply for the record, if you could, a status report on 
the implementation of that bill? As you know, we are still awaiting 
program recommendations and implementation to some of the 1972 
amendments, and we do not want this same delay to occur this year. 

[The status report referred to follows:] 

IMWiMCNTATION SCHCOUU-WPLIC UW SJ-31 
Aim « Oattpro* 

I. CjMftl and tocal •dMatioiul aitficJts iai uu 21 IS75 

m^**^ «' f{;{»,« 

TTfttttlytvWTS ... 

OHamMtiftit..„ : iYo- fljf* I'SJi 

JSSSftSigj*'^^ 511 Mar. i:W75 

l^«dllCatlM.ptB 432 frt. IJ975 

SiSSSSL^"'^^^ 'Ol-m ApT. 11.1575 

^SS/^^^^^^^ S4*oe:23:w74 
ggjtogM^^ .>...:.:::.:::::::::;;::::::: til: 

UCACbtUAfnal) I4ljb) Apr. 1.1975 

Jj^atttofpgi^^ m npiMMi lu^ng cntoria for fiscal yaar 19}5 oparatioa wiK to publtsiMd aartiar aad 

38 



ERIC 



35 



Senator Pell, I recognize some of these reflations are very, 
veiT difficult. For instance, the one on sex discrimination particularly, 
with which we are wrestling. , , . • • • 

And, also, I recognize your problem in connection with the privacy 
of schools. And I have discussed it with Senator Buckley, and we havo 
to accept the concept even tho\igh I oppose it on the floor. We have to 
accept It now that it is law. I understand what you want us to do is U> 
delay it a year while you wrestle with it a little bit more, 

Mr, Bell. You want a report on that? 

Senator Pell. No, no. 

On the implementation of the other provisions. 

Mr, Bell. I will ask Mr. Herrell to respond to that. 

Mr. Herrell. In accordance with the demands of Congress, we 
have 60 days to make such report, and we have no reason to believe 
that it will not be submitted to the Congress on time. 

Senator Pell. Going to this question of the implementaUon of the 
Buckley amendment, I have no reservations, hesitation about it 
being postponed 1 year. But it would be very good if Senator Uuckley, 
acquiesced in this, too. And I think it would be a good idea if the 
administration expressed its views to him. 

Mr. Cooke. Mr. Chairman, if I might respond to that for a mmute. 

We will be having disctission of the privacy implementation with 
staff on ne.Kt Monday, and Senator Buckley's staff has also been 

invited to that. . ^ ^ ^ xi. j • • * 4* 

I appreciate what you have said, and I am sure the administration 
will be indeed in totich with Senator Buckley to discuss this issue. 

Vou are absolutely correct that the complexity of the privacy 
amendments are such that it is going to take both the Congress and 
the administration a bit of time to not go astray. 

Senator Pell. Another question that is of interest to this committee 
is the antiregionalization language of the 1974 amendments which 
require the bringing back to Washington of any program which was 
moved after June of 1973, and looks with disfavor on some of the 
0MB directives that we believe circumvent the congressional intent. 

Has this been implemented? , , , w * o 

Have any programs been brought back to tvasningtonr 

Mr. Bell. Yes, Mr. Chairman. , . , 

The matter of where we are on this is a thing that we are examining 

^Tthiiik^thatVne thing the recent legislation did was to settle that 
issue once and for all. And so it has kept us from bemg in the middle, 

^We^^e^ now examining what programs were placed out there after 

"^T have a report on my desk on this matter at the present time, and 
we expect that we will be in full compliance with that, at least by the 
close of this calendar year, . * ^ j ;«fn«f 

We are very conscious of that, and it is our intent, and my intent 
personally, to see :hat we comply fully with that. 

We will keep in close touch with your office and staff on tm. 

Senator Pell. Finally, it has been suggested that we nught remove 
assets entirely from the consideration of the basic educational oppor- 
tunity grants. 
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What would be the impact if that was done, if assets were not con- 
sidered a factor? 

How much would it lower the present grants to the student with no 
more money appropriated? 

Mr. Bell. The thing we are concerned about here, of course, is with 
the limited money that we not dilute the amount of the grants. 

I think Peter Voigt could handle some detailed discussion. 

Senator Pbll. Just a simple question and submit the answer for the 
record. 

If the assets were not considered, how much percentage wise would 
that reduce the present grants? 

Mr. VoxoT. It would reduce the awards by approximately one-third 
and possibly a little higher than that. 

I think at full fundmg it would cost around $600 million, or an 
increase of between 33 percent and 35 percent. 

Senator Pell. Thank you for a specific and clear answer. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Commissioner, and I am happy that 
you came and hope to see you again. 

Our next witness is Mrs. Lois Kice, vice president. College Entrance 
Examination Board. 

Do you have a prepared statement? 

STATEMEHT OF MBS. LOIS BICE, VICE PBESIDEHT, COLLEGE EN* 
TRARCE EXAXnrATION BOABD, ACCOMPANIED BT JAMES BOW* 
MAN, EDUCATIONAL TESTINO SEBVICE 

Mrs. Rice. No, Mr. Chairman. 

I have notes, and I am not ^ving a prepared statement. Pm also 
not appearing as a representative of the College Entrance Examina- 
tion Board, or its members. 

I should like to introduce a colleague, someone you are familiar 
with 9 Mr. James Bowman, of the Ekiucational Testing Sendee, where 
he is director of financial aid studies. 

I want to say how very pleased we are to be v/ith you to discuss 
basic grants with the father of that most significant program, which 
probably should have been called Pell granta. It is a program that is 
growing past infancy entering early childhood and becoming the 
centerpiece of the Federal strategy to support students in postsecondary 
education. 

I should like to divide our testimony into two parts with Mr. 
Bowman responding to some of the specific suggestions that the ad- 
ministration has just presented to you, and then realizing all of the 
time constraints of this particular schedule, I should like to suggest, for 
the future some alternatives that I think the committee can consider 
over time and for possible incorporation in the schedule for the 
acadejftic year 1976-77. 

First I should like to commend OE for its proposals which v&.^tly 
improve, in my view, the equity of the basic grants schedule, partic- 
ularly the proposed changes in the treatment of social security bene- 
fits and independent students who have been previously employed. 

I should also stress that I share OE's sense of urgency that the 
schedule has to emei^e soon if basic grants are ever to become the 
foundation on which other forms of student aid will be built. 
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I regret, however, that demands of the c^^lendar do not permit this 
subcommittee or its counterpart in the House to hear and debate in 
greater depth alternatives fur change in the schedule. Once again, we 
are pressed into action. 

I shall now turn to Mr. Bowman for some suggestions and com- 
ments on the four proposals presented to you by the administration. 
I shall then follow him with some suggested changes for the future. 

Mr. Bowman. Senator, again it is indeed a pleasure to appear before 
your subcommittee, and I would like to reiterate that I am primarily 
speaking as an economist with some decree of experience and work in 
this area of student assistances. 

I am not officially representing the Educational Testmg Service nor 
do their views necessarily coincide with mine. 

Briefly, I'd like to comment on the proposals advanced by Com- 
missioner Bell this morning, proposals which are generally steps in the 
right direction. . # j • 

With respect to the family size offsets, this is a step forward m 
recognition of continuing pressures within the economy. 

However, it is my feeling that merely to adjust the family size 
offsets to the Change in the price index-does ncH? really reflect- the actual • 
effects on many of the families for whom basic grants are intended 

to aid. 1 J • 

We have to remember that the family size offsets currently used in 
the basic grant contribution schedule are based on extremely limited 
budget standards where the bulk of expenditures occur for the very 
basic family necessities. , , . j i 

It is these necessities— such as food, fuel, housing, and clothmg— 
where price increases in our economy are the greatest and tend to 
exceed the consumer price index as a whole. • i. 

• Inflation, as we all know, is a very cruel tax. But it is the cruelest 
taxof all for the people of extremely low income. 

With inflation predicted to continue at an unprecedented rate for 
several years to come, a more equitable approach would be to have the 
family size offsets based on a more liberal set of standards, for example 
the BLS moderate, or some adjustment to the BLS low standards. 

As indicated by Commissioner Bell, the proposals advanced for 
social security and veterans' benefits are long overdue. 

The changes in social security eliminate a vexing problem, not only 
to families, receiving such benefits, but also to the financial aid com- 
munity. . V * * * f 

I particularly support the proposal for changes in the treatment oi 
veterans' benefits as family income. 

As the 1974-75 summary statistics for the basic grant program 
indicate, the percentage of veterans qualifying for basic grants is still 
the lowest of any participating group in the program, even though 
it is double the number that were found qualified m the first year of 
the program. „ , . , m 

As the Senator is undoubtedly aware, the Educational Testing 
Service conducted a study for the Congress under section 41 of Fublic 
Law 92-540— that is the Vietnam Veterans Adjustment Assistance 
Act of 1972. This report, entitled ^'Educational Assistance to Vet; 
erans," under the three GI bills, found that the current veteran was at 
a severe disadvantage w|th respect to access to education in comparison 
to his counterpart of World^Wftr II. 
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This results from a combination of the limited benefits available to 
veterans today, coupled with educational costs that have increased 
faster then any other segment in our economy. 

The study also found that while substantial need existed for addi- 
tional resources, participation by veterans in other student financial 
aid programs in the Office of Education has been extremely small 

These findings, together with other evidence, contributed, I think, 
greatly to the unammous passage in the Senate of a bill which in- 
creased veterans' benefits and provided, for the first time since World 
War II, a direct tuition benent payment. 

It is unfortunate that the liouse has not yet provided similar 
provisions. 

However, we do feel the proposed changes submitted by the Com- 
missioner of Education for the treatment of veterans' benefits will 
assist in broadening benefits which are so sorely needed by this segment 
of the population. 

In the treatment of assets, the proposed increase in allowance is 
again a ve^ needed move. 

We feel it will go far in aiding those families with limited moneys 
-who have modest equity in their homes. - - - 

Again, while many special groups have been identified, it would 
appear that that group where the greatest inequity lies is the small 
fanner whose only assets consist of land improvements and equipment. 

The provisions of an offset against the familv size allowance will 
assist in some regard, but it is probable that other steps are needed. 

Many small fanners, particularly those with incomes under $6,000, 
are being excluded from basic grant participation because of the 
current asset treatment. 

A study conducted by the Washington OflSce of the College Entrance 
Exainination Board for the Office of Education indicates a more 
equitable treatment might result for such families if only 50 percent 
of the farm assets were used rather than the total amount which is 
considered at the present time. 

These are mv basic comments. We strongly support the direction of 
OE's suggested recommendations. 

Senator Pell. Thank you. Mrs. Rice, would you like to continue? 

Mrs. Rice. Mr. Bowman has been referring to some of the inequities 
of the schedule for farmers and implicitly for businessmen. There 
were some proposed remedies last year for farm families with low 
earnings— under $3,000— or under the family size offset. They wrnt 
.a long way to help farmers and businessmen. I should like to leave 
for the record a copy of the study we conducted on the asset holdings 
of farmers and businessmen as they relate to BEOG. 

[The document referred to follows:] 
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Mrs. Rice, Any suggestions for change have to have a set of 
objectives. All of us know the objectives of the basic grants program. 
Some things are currently occumng that do not live up to the intent 
of that le^lation. 

The basic grants program authorized in 1972 was intended to open 
college doors to any qualified studient, with the amount of grant 
fixed by his need, and irrespective of whether he lived in Arkansas 
or Connecticut or Rhode Island, or whether ever he sought to go to 
school Supplemented by other types of aid. BEOG could also assure 
eligible students a choice among postsecondary institutions. 

The framers of the legislation wanted the program to be equitable 
and, above all, simple so that eligible students would have early and 
certain knowledge of their entitlements thereby inducing new students 
to pursue opportunities for postsecondary education. 

An entitlement grant program, such as BEOG, is most effective 
when the applicant can submit a relatively simple application permit- 
tmg early and certain knowledge of the size and amounts of his grant 

The asset tax test is complex and confusing to students and their 
families, making it unnecessarily difficult for the appUcant to complete 
the application. . « 

I should like to return to the asset test in just a moment. First I'd 
like to share your very strong feelings about making the basic grant 
program as simple and as equitable as possible. Then when we consider 
substantive changes in the legislation, I should like to share with you 
some thoughts that could make the basic grants program, with minor 
change, a type of educational voucher. 

At this pomt however, I'll restrict my comments to nonlepslative 
changes, procedural changes in the family contribution schedule for 
future consideration by tms subcommittee. 

The basic grants program was not intended to restrict eligibility to 
the program to a narrow population — although this is a result of a 
$1,400 maximum award coupled with the family contribution schedule 
developed by the Office of Education — it was not intended to dis- 
courage needy students from participating in the program — although 
this is, in fact, the efiect of the complex application procedures which 
have been detailed and developed by the Office of Education. 

I should like to refer the subcommittee to table 2 of the material 
that is received by the Commissioner, which shows the number of 
dependent applicants by eligibility status and family income. 

I was somewhat disturbed, as I am sure you must be, by the small 
number of applicants from families with incomes belcw $6,000 a year; 
roughly 62 percent of the grants— admittedly they are small grants- 
are going to families mth incomes between $6,000 and $12,000 plus 
famfly incomes. 

Some very concerted effort has to be made to try to reach the pop- 
ulation that has been so under-represented in postsecondary education; 
namely, families with students from families with less than $6,000 a 
year. 

This may be a communications problem. 

The following suggestions for change seek to maximize the intended 
purposes, of the program and to mimmize unintended effects. 

First of all, I snould like to suggest Mr. Chairman 

Senator Pell. Perhaps I do not understand the table. 
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You are saying that only 17 percent of those who have an income of 
less than $3,000 received a grant? 

Mrs. Rice. The table says that of such applicants only that 
percentage was eligible. 

It says 17 percent of all qualified applicants came from incomes 
below $3,000. 

Senator Pell. I see. 

Mrs. Rice. If you go down to the line that says total number of 
dependent applicants or 62,000 from family incomes and compare 
this with families below $3,000, $12,000 and above level, you will see 
that in the latter category 247,000 applicants were in the program. 

Senator Pell. In other words, what you are saying is not enough 
applied out of that ^roup? 

Mrs. Rice. That is right. 

I am not sure whether we are communicating with low income fami- 
lies. Pm not sure they are able to fill out the application. 
There may be several reasons for this. 

There are certainly more people in higher education in the $8,000 
to $1?,000 range. , ^ . . • ^ ^ , 

Senator Pell. Perhaps when you are in such a depressed state of 
poverty, you do not even try to think of breaking out. 

Mrs. KicE. That is possible but these students have some hope 
from the program. 

Senator Pell. I think other social programs are designed to do that. 
I am not sure this program is designed to have in it the capacity for 
communication and getting people to break out. . 

This is to make it available, and through other channels they can 
communicate, we hope. 

But, do you think it is part of the responsibility of tins program? 

Mrs. Rice. Yes— if we are to succeed in achieving equal opportunity. 

What these data may suggest is that we are not communicating 
adequately with agencies dealing with able low-income students 
who could benefit from the program. 

We know from all available data how high the aspirations for higher 
education are within low income groups. Every study has pointed 
this out. Higher education is often their only chance to break out of 
the poverty cycle and to gain upward social and economic mobility. 

I am simply saying, we may need to focus on bet ter communications 
with students who are in the kinds of schools where there is not ade- 
quate counseling, where guidance counselors do not or cannot afford 
to get to worfcshops, and where we need to reach a new clientele 
seeking postsecondary education. 

Senator Pell. On the other hand, I think there are many com- 
munities where to finish high school is a great achievement. 

In my State, two-thirds of those who are over 30 years of age have 
not completed high school. So, these are the parents of these youngsters 

Mrs. KiCE. There are many factors, indeed, that relate to this. 

Senator Pell. That is one of the reasons they are not breaking out. 

Mrs. Rice. I would like to turn to the tax on assets. 

The apolication form and the family contribution schedule could, 
in the future, be simplified .so that students and their families can un- 
derstand them better and not be det<irred from applying for the 
program. 
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Under current procedures, determination of family contribution is 
complicated by the inclusion of a tax on assets. While the asset tax 
has the merit of excluding students from high wealth, low income 
homes— the fabled millionaire businessman who always shows losses — 
the price paid is heavy, indeed. 

Families are often led to believe that their homes will be confiscated ; 
they have incentives to cheat in estimating the market value of real 
assets. And they may be induced to invest in nontaxable assets. 

I realize that assets— according to the law — have to be part of the 
consideration under the BEOG Family Contribution Schedule, but 
this tax could be simplified and the form simplified if future considera- 
tion were to be given to considering the assets of anyone who does not 
indicate assets in excess of some given amount— let's say, $25,000 or 
more in assets, or probably $50,000 in assets. At worst a few odd ball 
cases would be made eligible. But if the millionaire can really keep his 
income low, it seems to me that remedial action is required in Federal 
taxation and not in the basic grant prolan. 

Rrst of all, the forms and accompanym| instructions are forbidding. 
^ On th^ inco.me aijd pxnenae side^ fomiUes must report, adjusted in- 
come which is readjusted if after divorce or separation occurs after 
application. They must report taxable income, income tax paid,, 
earnings of both parents, medical and other unusual expenses. 

Most of these items, in my view, could be eliminated if in the future, 
consideration were given to a simplified form which merely based the 
family contribution on taxable income taken immediately off existing 
tax forms. 

New York State uses taxable income in its means tax, and a report 
of the New York State Board of Regents found a very high correlation 
between net taxable income and gross tax. 

The report noted, and I quote: 

'Tamifies rarely received more than $2,000 in nontaxable income 
and inclusion of nontaxable income in the State's means test would 
liave major imi)act on low income social security holders or families 
where the principal wage earner is deceased or retired.'* 

I should also like to suggest for the future some change in the year 
of income used in calculating family contribution — from the current 
year income preferably to pnor year or to estimated year for the year 
m which the grant will be used. 

Families must now report on the application form certain items 
from their tax or W-2 forms for the tax year preceding the academic 
year when the student will use the basic grant. 

This requirement effectively bars application for the program until 
families file a tax form. And for most Americans, that is not before 
April 15. 

Students, therefore, cannot receive notice of their grant eli^bility 
until the late spring or summer preceding entry in the fall. 

I am suggesting that consideration be given to the use of prior j^ear 
income because that is income that can be reported accurately: it 
also permits the use of taxable income. 

Furthermore, with earlier information, institutions could begin to 
build a package of aid for grant recipients: basic grants could finally 
become the foundation for other forms of student assistance. 
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Another consideration for the future is to develop better definitions 
of the independent student. 

Currently, a student can achieve independent status if he is not 
and will not be claimed as a tlependent for tax purposes nor receive 
more than S600 from his parents for 2 consecutive years prior to the 
academic year in which the grant will be used. 

Additional criteria is that he has not spent more than 2 consecutive 
weeks in a calendar year with his parents. 

With no great ingenuity, a student could circumvent this last 
requirement by spending a night every other week mth a friend. 

These requirements seek to prevent instant emancipation of the 
student who could not quaUfy for a grant if his families' income and 
assets were considered. I can understand the desire to prevent instant 
emancipation but it seems to me that the program could be made 
far simpler if characteristics which are not e \sily manipulated but are 
easily measured were considered. For example, we could consider all 
veterans independent, or all married students above a certain age 
level, a!! orphans, wards of the State, students over 25 years of age, 
^or some, other specified age level. Our CEEB, studies jndicate in 
consideration tfiese categories alone, we would add only nhowt 8 
percent to the number of eligible independents students. 

Those are a few suggestions, Mr. Cnairman, not for the immediate 
crisis in getting a schedule approved but for the future. I certainly 
want to underline again the ui^ency of approving a schedule and do 
hope these suggestions mil provoke some thought in the Office of 
Education, the educational community, and the committees. 

Thank you. 

I shall be he ppy to answer any questions. 

Senator Pe^.l. My understandmg is that th? situation exists because 
more youngsters are being made eligible, each will get less unless we 
put more money into the pot. 

That is simply what our problem is. 

In this regard, I understand your own recommendation would be 
to dilute it even further, hoping that the p^t would eventually get 
filled, is that correct? 

Mrs. Rice. Well, I think that some of my suggestions would widen 
the eligible population. 

For example, if you were to move away completely from considering 
assets— which could not be done mthout changing the statute itself — 
it would cost about S300 million in the program. 

But I think if we were taxing assets over $25,000 or $50,000, that 
figure would be greatly reduced. 

You and I have long urged and worked very hard to get more 
mono}'' for the program. 

Senator Pell. Are there anv other ways that you can think of that 
through the administrative si3e the program can be simpHfied? 

I agree uith one of the points you made that we want to keep this 
as simple as possible. And one of the problems is that it is very 
complicated. 

I think the administration has done a pretty good job at somewhat 
simplifying it.. 
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Do you have any suggestions along this line? 

Mrs. Rice, I have just one other thought. The amount of social 
security beuefits that a family gets or is attributable to the student is 
certrtmly a very difficult thing for families to determine. Th^re are 
complex fomiulas for detenninmg these benefits. It might make some 
sense, to consider a standanl amount, or average of the social security 
educational benefits that students receive. 

I am hist pulling a figure out of the air at the moment because I 
need to know more about those benefits myself, but we couUl possibly 
fix in regulation or in law an amount for educational benefits that is 
pased upon an average. If they could be added to family income. It 
IS now very hard for families to figure all of these benefits and really 
determine what amount goes into a particular child— note Mr BelPs 
testunouy. 

While the administration's proposals eliminate this problem to some 
degree, I think if we could use some fixed amount for benefits re- 
moving a lot of the calculations that families must now calculate. 

Mr. Bowman. Senator, if I mi^ht comment, following the question 
the Senator asked, I think the Office of Education has gone a long 
way m trymg to snnpfify its procedures. 

The training sessions they conducted have helped immensely to 
Tjlimmate the complexity of the program. We need more work with 
students too. 

Simplification of the program will have to come through the statute 
itself. 

The CEEB and ETS are conducting several studies on the impact 
on the distribution and effectsof eliminating the various requirements 
of the statute. These studies offer greatest possiblity for fruitful future 
change. 

Senator Pell. Thank you both very much, indeed, and I know of 
your interest in this subject, and I am glad you came. 

I also want to clear the record at one point where I may have given 
the wrong impression in connection with the Buckley amendment. 
Senator Buckley has given no expression of opinion as to what his 
view would be with regard to the postponement or its elimination. 

What I said is I thought it ought to be postponed, but it is under 
discussion. 

Mrs. Rice. We should be happy to share with j^ou a number of 
letters detailing "concerns we have been receivinfi:^ from admission 
oflficers and college presidents about the Buckley imendment. 

Senator Pell. I would be grateful to have copies for the appendix 
of the record. 

As I say, I do not know what the view of Senator Buckley will be in 
this regard, but it is a problem and I hope, eventually, that he mav 
be persuaded to see it postponed for awhile. 

But let me add that ho made no commitment in that regard. 

The next witness will be .Mr. Kobert M. Pickett, legislative director 
National Student Lobbj 

Mr. Pickett, if you will come forward, we will be pleased to hear 
from you. 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT M. PICKETT, LEMSLATIVE DIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL STUDENT LOBBY 

Mr. Pickett. Mr. Chairman, I would like to thank you for this 
opportunity to testify on the Basic E(hicutional Opportunity Grant 
Elxpected Kniily Contribution Schedule for the 1975-76 academic 
year. 

I am Robert Pickett, legislative director of the National Student 
Lobbv. During the period 1971-72, the National Student Lobby 
focused on the authonzation of the BEOG program im^ the cornerstone 
of the Federal Govenuuent's role in the eventual development of full 
and legally enforceable **entitleinent" rights to access to postsecondary 
education for each person in this country. If funding for this program 
continues to increase, it will become that cornerstone. 

While there are many aspects of the BEOG Family Contribution 
Sche(lule which are worthy of conmient and have been the object of 
umch discussion in the last two approval cycles, we shall restrict our 
conunents to three main issues: the definition of independent students, 
treatment of assets, and provisions fOr "the u^e of current year data 
for con\puting eligibility. «T^r^o -i 

Before proceeding, a general comment about the BEOG l*amily 
Contribution Schedule is in order. As has been pointed out on numer- 
ous occasions during the short life of the BEOG program, the overall 
effect of the family contribution schedules adopted by the U.S. Office 
of Education has been to severely— perimps unreasonably— restrict 
access to the program for many lower mid({le income families. 

Data for the first year indicated that the overwhelming bulk of 
BEOG recipients came from families with yearly incomes below 
$11,500. The existing legulations eliminate access for students from 
families with 811,000 to $15,000 annual incomes and severely restrict 
it for students from families in the S9,000 to $11,000 range. 

Students from these groups can in many cases show demonstrable 
need in large amounts, however the expected family contributions are 
set at a level which excludes them from eligibility. These expected 
familv contributions are excessively high and often quite unreasonable 
to expect from families hit hard by double digit inflation. The net 
effect IS to turn the family contribution schedule into a rationing device 
for limited funds, rather than to serve as a true measure of the re- 
sources available to a student to meet his first $1,400 of postsecondary 
educational expenses. 

While the National Student Lobby, along with the rest of the 
postsecondary community, is still wrestling with the appropriate way 
to deal with the question of how independent students should be 
treated with respect to financial aid, we would like to suggest several 
possible modifications in the definition of the independent student. 

We recognize the potential problems that could be caused m a 
financial aid system charactenzed by extremely limited resources 
versus the potential demand for such funds. These suggestions, how- 
ever, attempt to move the current system in the direction of a more 
rational system that recognizes the reality of the worid facing students. 

We believe that the restriction relating to an applicant's tax 
relationship with his or her parents m the ^l^dar year prior to the 
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academic year in which aid is requested should allow an applicant, 
who has experienced a substantial change in circumstances, the option 
to use his current year situation. 

The current regulation is of dubious constitutionality, and several 
analagous cases dealing with eligibility for food stamps have concluded 
that "tax dependency in 1 calendar year as a basis for determining 
an individual's need in the following year has no rational connection. 
Standards of fairness and due process require that an individual be 
allowed an opportunity to present current evidence that his situation 
has changed and that present need exists. 

The National Student Lobby believes that consideration should be 
given to raising the maximum financial assistance *hat a parent can 
rive an independent student to $1,200— including both cash and in 
kind contributions. The $1,200 figure is selected because it is apprDx- 
imately one-half of the total expenses of a resident student at a 4-year 
public institution. 

This figure should also contain an adiustment for inflation. This 
maximum financial assistance level should also contain an inflation 
adju^tor. The maximum .cash Qf>ntributJon could be two-thirds of. that 
figure— $800. The 2-week limitation on residine; in the parents' home 
sliould be dropi)ed altogether— this restriction is completely unen- 
forceable. 

One possible approach would be to consider each month spent in the 
parents' home as the equivalent of a $50 in kind contribution. This 
approach would encourage students to save the room and board they 
would have to pay if they were forced out of their parents' home to 
retain independent status. 

We believe that this treatment of the independent student might 
bring regulations more in line with reality, encourage parents to assist 
independent students up to some maximum figure, and provide the 
self-supporting student with greater access to the program. 

We would like to register our objection to the unreasonable require- 
ments for contributions from assets. The proposed $8,500 asset reserve 
of the Office of Education is totally inadequate since the proposed 
increase of $1,000 does not even keep pace with inflation since the first 
schedule. The asset reserve should be raised to $15,000 with annual 
increases tied to the cost-of-living increases. 

The asset reserve is one of the most restrictive aspects of the family 
contribution schedule, particularlj* with regard to lower middle income 
assets with almost any amount of home equity. The bulk of most 
family assets are contained in home etjuity. It is generally a nonliquid 
asset and is particularlv so during times characterized by 10 to 12 
percent interest rates. The supply of mortgage money is so short that 
it makes liquidity of home equity ir*o a distant dream. 

The National Student LobBj- believes that pronsions should be 
studied to allow the use of current year income and tax dependency 
in determining basic grant eligibiliu-. The due process clause of the 
14th amendment requires that the Government act on an individual- 
ized basis, with general propositions serving onlj* as rebuttable pre- 
sumptions or other burden shifting devices. 

We believe that the use of a person's previous year situation should 
be a rebuttable proposition^ All individuals and families can experience 
a change in their inconla situations, and in such instances should be 
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allowed to use estimated current year income— by affidavit — to 
determine current year eligibility. 

The Dei)artment of Agriculture has taken recognition of this im- 
portant principle in drafting its proposed regulations dealing with 
eligibility of college students for food stamps — current year income 
is used to detennine eligibility. 

The Office of Education has proposed *Termitting all independent 
applicants who were not students in the base year and Nvno were 
employed on a full-time basis, to file a basic grant application using 
cstmuited current year income dati:." 

We believe that this proposal should be broadened to allow all 
independent students who have experienced a substantial income 
change over the base year — includmg those who were employed 

1)art-time and were part-time students in the base year — to file a 
)asic grant application using estimated current year mcomo data. 

Each of our suggested alternatives should be' carefully examined 
and a cost analysis model should be developed to assess the impact of 
each proposal on the following factors: number of eligible students, 
size of the family contribution, number of grant recipients, average 
grant size, and number of in(lepcn(K»nt stmlents./rhis information 
liiust be brought to light before any major revisions are made in the 
family contribution schedule, and only then can the various problems 
of equity be dealt with. 

Mr. Cliainnan, I would like to thank you again for allowing me 
this opportunity to speak before your subcommittee, and I would 
welcome aiw (questions. 

Senator Pell. Thank you. I appreciate your coming here, and 
recall the great help your organization was in the passage of the 
Higher Education Act of 1972. 

Are you a full-time lobbyist for the National Student Lobby, or a 
student yourself? 
Mr. Pickett. Yes, sir, I am. 
Senator Pell. Are you a student also? 

Mr. Pickett. I am a part-time graduate student, doing extension 
work. 

Senator Pell. As I understand the problem, it is that the lower 
mid(lle income and the middle-income families are expected to con- 
tribute still too nnich to the education. 

Is this what you are saying? 

Mr. Pickett. Yes, sir, probably in the income bracket of $12,000 to 
$15,000 per year, that particular segment. 

Senator Pem.. I notice from the tables that Mrs. Rice gave us, that 
the number of those in the $12,000 up who received grants, were 
(jualified, was about 18 percent, but the interesting thing is that the 
number of youngsters wlio applied out of that income bracket almost 
ecjualed the total number tliat applied for all the lower income brack- 
ets, so that apparently is whore the interest is, but the more eligible, 
the more we qualify, the funds will have to be diluted, and this is the 
problem. 

Mr. Pickett., Exactly. I realize this is a variable, that is the 
problem. 

You are talking about a fixed approi)riation, and you run mto the 
phenomena of the zero sum game in which, for every winner, there is, 



ERIC 



5i 



48 

of course, a loser, and so whenever you talk about increasing the pool 
of eligibles there is a resultant decrease in the size of the average basic 
grant, and this is one thing that I believe should be carefully con* 
sidered for each of these proposals, like I mention* 

The Office of Education, I believe, has an adequate data base from 
the 2 years of family contribution schedule that they have, and so, 
for example, for each alternate definition of the independent student 
can figure exactly what the impact is. 

If tne resultant decrease in the size of the average basic grant for, 
let us say, raising the home equity to Sl2,000 or $15,000, is a reduction 
of only S75, perhaps that is a move that should be considered, because 
a small reduction like that probably would not significantly impede 
access for most students. 

If the reduction is $150 or $200 then it should be looked at much 
more carefully, and any steps should be taken with a great deal of 
prudence and caution. 

Senator Pell, My aim is that 16 years of education will be avail- 
able to youngsters, not like the 12 years now. 

The whole idea of the basic educational opportunity grant is that 
itliiioi'ld be*a lone step in thai dir^ciion, and when We finatly see 
the ihy that it is fully funded, we will be halfway to that concept. 

Very good, I thank you very much for coming and being with us 
today. 

Our final witness is Mrs, Eunice L. Edwards, associate director of 
State and Federal relations for the National Association of Student 
Financial Aid Administrators, and director of financial aid at Fisk 
University of Nashville, Tenn, 

STATEMENT OF EUNICE L, EDWARDS, ASSOCIATE DIEECTOH, 
COMMISSION ON STATE AND FEDERAL RELATIONS, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF STUDENT HNANCIAL AID ADMINISTRATORS, 
AND DIRECTOR OF HNANCIAL AID AT FISK UNIVERSITY, NASH- 
VILLE, TENN,, ACCOMPANIED BY RICHARD L, TOMBAUGH, £X- 
ECUTIVE SECRETARY OF NASFAA 

Mrs, Edwards, Good morning. Thank you very much for allowing 
Mr, Richard L, Tombaugh, executive secretary of NASFAA to 
accompany !ne. 

We are pleased to have the opportunity to appear before the sub- 
committee today to present the views of NASFAA regarding the 
proposed family contribution schedule for the 1975-76 basic educa- 
tional opportunity grant program, 

I have been asked to advise you that our testimony also reflects the 
views of the American Council on Education, which has chosen to 
endorse this statement rather than present additional verbal testimony. 

Each of these appearances relative to the basic grants program 
becomes more pleasant than the last, in that each time the Office of 
Education proposes changes similar to those wo have previously 
recommended, while we regret the passage of time required for our 
positions to gain acceptance in USOE, we appreciate the fact that 
we have fewer and fewer problems with their proposed schedule when 
it comes to you for approval. 
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More specifically, we applaud the USOE proposals to treat all of 
the social security income and one-half of the Veterans' Adinuustra. 
tion benefits as a part of the family income, and to use the estimated 
income of the independent student who had been employee! full time 
during the base vear. Both of these changes are consistent with recom- 
mendations we liave advanced since the inaugural year of the basic 
grants program. , . i . t.u 

Attached to our statement is a comprehensive analysis of the current 
difficultv with the social security treatment as provided to Mr. 
O'Hara'by one of our colleagues last May. Wliile Mr. Dent's proposed 
solution is certainlv an alternative with ultimate fairness, we endoi^ 
the USOE proposal as being adequately equitable and sigmficantly 
more practical to implement, ui that it avoids further complicating 
the student application. 

The current inequity in assessing the eligibility of independent 
students upori their earnings during the prior year when they were 
not full-time students is obvious. Any residual earnings from previous 
employment will be considered as applicant savings, but students 
. rfxould not be dis(jualified by an earmng level they no longer realize ^ 
due to their full-time student status. ^^c^r^y^ , , ' 

The remaiiung two changes proposed by USOE are also commend- 
able, and are, in fact, necessary to make the Basic Grant estimates of 
family ability to support educational costs in any way re^onable. 

However, we feel they fail to f^o nearly far enough in this regard. 
If the basic grants family contribution .scheduje is to be anything 
more than a rationing device, which in our opinion it has thus far 
been serving to do, additional changes beyond those proposed by 
USOE are necessary. , ^ , ...^ 

The primary problem with the assessment of family ability to pay 
educational expenses continues to bej despite the proposed updating 
for cost-of-living increases, the family size offsets allowed against 
income for purposes of providing for subsistance of the family.^ 

The use of low-income thresholds of the Social Secunty Administra- 
tion does not recognize the real cost of maintaining a family in today's 
economy, and in practice this requires a family to live at or below the 
poverty level before it is excused from making a contnbution under 
the proposed schedule. , 

While we understand, and we believe that the purpose of the pro- 
gram is to aid the truly needy student, we believe that this is a httle 
too much to ask. We urge that, at the very least, the program utilize 
the most recent low-income levels defined by the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, which are more reflective of the true costs of maintaining a 
family in the present economy. . 

We would suggest that the BLS moderate-income levels would be 
even more appropriate. To ask a family to make a contribution toward 
educational costs when it cannot even afford to purchase a reasonable 
standard of living seems to us to be unduly harsh, as well as unjust. 

The BEOG treatment of assets deviates even more than the treat- 
ment of income from generally accepted practices of assessing ability 
to pav. In our opinion, the proposed schedule does not adequately 
provide for the emergency and retirement needs of families, nor does 
It pronerly recognize the inabilitv to convert nonliquid home equity 
or business/farm assets to cash for educational purposes. 
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The proposed change in the asset allowance from $7,500 to $8,500 
is hardly worth the cost of repropraming the computer, inasmuch as 
it reduces the expected contribution from assets by only $50. It does 
very little to reduce the number of families who are being disqualified 
because they have accrued a modest equity, much of it in paper ap- 
preciation, in a home, farm, or business. 

At the level of affluence which we believe should be qualifying for 
basic grants, assets are negligible unless those assets ave essential for 
the provision of the family's living, as in the case of small businesses 
and farms. Therefore, we repeat our prior recommendation that: 

(1) The asset reserve allowance for all families should be increased 
from $7,500 to $15,000. 

(2) Fifty percent of family farm and business equity should be 
excluded from the calculation of contribution from assets, in recog- 
nition of the necessity of those assets for future income production. 

These two recommendations are based upon a study conducted 
recently by the College Entrance Examination Board. 

This treatment will nave the effect of protecting the low- and mod- 
.erate-inconie families with most of their ^sets in home, farjn, or smal] 
business to a much greater degree* thlin would be the case in the pro- 
posed USOE treatment, but will continue to assess the families with 
sizable asset holdings in excess of income producing or retirement 
needs. We believe that the purposes of the program will be more 
effectively served by these changes in the contribution schedule. 

While hot directly related to the family contribution schedule, the 
subject of this hearing, we think the subcommittee should know 
that the basic grants program is operating much more smoothly as 



While the timetable is still far behind what it should be if BEOG 
is to form the foundation of student assistance, and while there are 
still procedural problems to be worked out, the attitude of the fi- 
nancial aid community toward the program is much improved. 

We would like to believe that the training project conducted by 
NASFAA, the American Personnel and Guidance Association, ana 
the National Association of College and University Business Officers 
throughout the country last spring has contributed significantly to 
that positive feeling. 

Certainly the improved processing time and the simplification of 
the application and student eligibility report have made a contri- 
bution to the overall effectiveness of the program. We would urge the 
subcommittee to review our recommendations for legislative changes 
in the piogtltm as it begins to draft authorizing legislation over the 
next /few months. 

Mr. Tombaugh and I would be happy to respond to any questions 
you might have at this point. We appreciate the opportunity to appear 
before you. 

[A comprehensive anal3rsis of the current difficulty mth the Social 
Security treatment prepared by the University of Massachusetts^ 
dated May 29, 1974, follows:! 
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Tkt Ho^ftabtt JamtA G. O'^aKa 
ti(UkU\Qton, PC 20515 - 



yoii continue youK KZMl&fi oi 6tixdZ3f(t cud pfiogftamt, I vxnUd tikz to bfilMi 
ont fyvvUaUax point tc youK attwUon. Tht KUatlon&hip b&twecn social AiajJuttf 
bOMilU and itdwl cuui pftOQfum, 6pzciiicajUy tht Bcu-cc (Puutt PAogfian, 

7 M tnclo6inQ a copy oi a dHa.it choiptVi 7 nave uvtctten ioK IndUuion tn tkt 
Colttdt Sdwla/uhip StAvict'i jianuaJt ^oK Fy/»wcca£ OUictM but oi it Aome- 
uifiat totstiiy VUtxy and KUtatt tht pftobLw moKt ^ucOrtctty. 

SociAt ktojjutg btntiUJb cjit txttndtd btyond oat IS iup to agt U] to jutt- 
tiMtz, umoAAi^ 6tudtntA oi peuitntA covtKid undtA tht Sooidl StcuAlty Act. 

Tkt BaUi Gftant PAOQfuxm con&Uw tht Aoclal 6tcuAlty btntiitA Ktcti\)td by 
an Andivlduat Uudint tht AtudtntU Kt^oa/ict and Ktdue.ti BEOG tUQibitity <U a 
Afciutt; aid odftUnUtAOtou oAt UkGU&t Auppo^ed to con&UeA. 6oclcil itojjuttf bvit- 
liU ttttliougfi tht Ciiict oi Education hoA ntveA. It^uid a dtiinitivt Atatmtnt on 
hov: tAc boitiitA OAt to bt counttd. 

Tkt pftobttm JU a AimpU ont, tht solution li woKt compttx. Aa you uUlt nctt 
on Tablt I, 6ocUt AtcuAlty btntiiXA OKt not ACMltlvt to iamity Alzt, At tht 
minimm bzntiiti, theAt no diiit/iznct batween tht ont chitd and tu)o child ianuXy. 
At tht avtAOQt and maxAjnm btntiUA, theAt -ti an incAmznt be^en one and Xko 
chUdAtn; but, thcAtaiteA., tht total amount Ktcclvtd by tht iamiXij unit aja a con&tant 
KZQOAdttiA oi hovo many dtvUdxtn cKt invotvid. 
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Tkt IfoiM/uUe JoM* 0. O'HoM. Pagt t (fay ti, 1974 

TABIE I 

SOCUt SECURITV BENEFITS - MARCH, \m 
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Tht 6tattd poApohz oi tkt tUtjfUion ^otUal AtavuXy btntilU im to ai^lit 
^tudtAtA 4A contimvi0 thtOi tducAtion - a il/mcAAl <ncvUivt and Auppofut mtAAuKt. 
7j ttfe took to avtAogt btntiCU, and corU-idtA one txanpU, tht ptobtvn <A ob\flouA. 

Autmt a motktk and 5 chitdKtn uiWi loUat AtaifUtif <u tht ontif viCjomt. 
Tkty havt bttn K^cUving $419.40 ptA month. Tkt tZdtit ckUd tuM6 tCghUtn and 
JecoflieA a iuU-tint student. That individuAt U now nalttd a AtpoAott chtdt {ok 
$104 60 fMZi tht mothtA and othtx tuxi ^ibCutg^ -Ktctivt a chtdi {oK $513. iO. Tht 
UudtjU. KtpoKtA kU aocJaI AttMUy btntilU on hU BEOG application. Tkt appKoxl- 
mte ^950 ^fittd Ktducti kU eJUgib^tiUf by a tikt amount. FoK tht 1973 ptoce64- 
jjiiQ ytoK, tht ^tAt maJoKity of ouK aocaaI itmUXu KtJdLpivCU did not ftiUivt 
baste g^anti. 

ThuA, tht social stcwUXy Ktctpitnt studtnt li not tUgMt. ^oK much iinancAAl 
Old, and tht Uvlng standoAd oi his mothtA and siblings is Ktdtxctd. 

li tht individual choosts not to Qo to coUtgt on a iuU-tijnt basis, thtn tkt 
mothtA still contiriLts to KtJCtJbut tht $41t.Z0 ioK htAJStli and htA.too othtA child- 
fitJt and tht tishtttn ytoA old con vioAk and/oK atttnd school poAt-tijnt {Mh pcttn- 
tiAlly incAtAStd aid tUgibilibf as socXaJL stcuiUXy btnt^lts oAt not counttd). 

Tht tiitct oi cuAAtAt Ktgulationi on all social stcuAity iamiZJiu that havt 
moKt dtpvidtnts than oAt nttdtd to fttach tht maximm btntilts \moKt than ont child 
4Jt disabltd and Kttift»d cojStJS, moKt ^^an At^ in dtctastd casts) is to Ktduct tht 
studtntU ttisibltity ioK am whilt also Ktducing tht socJial stcujtity Ktctivtd by 
OthtA mtjnbtAS oi tht ianily unit btloiO tht Itvtl thty {i^uld hayt Ktctxvtd ii tht 
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THtHoHOtiAhUJwU Q. 0'H<M Poflt 5 Mftjr 1974 

othadtptMuitMinota^twiuit. Tfce ^uflutot^onA mcifee ^'ewntw^^ 
ad\fMta^v>uM ioK a Aoolat AtcwUXtf Avup4,tiU. ta on to caUtgt* 

I out iee pouihU 4otUlofU to tkt pwWcw. 

n Uut tkt AtudtntU 4oolal AtJCwUty apcjU iftom tfce ioMifU* 
TktioMiJbi unU include chMKw ixndtA tt wutd contwit ta 

ioati bt^oMUioMl monitA euui a pohUbit vicdiUve to WoU 
' bi poAt'^AtcjondoA^ tducatlon* 

t) Appttf a Atuduit -uicwtnt wflatot^n to Mvuxt ^^^Ji{j^Ji;f^'^» 
Tt MofunUioti U coUtctti on mmbtA o< dtpwiaUA and tkt 
ttUt ToUX!!^ Xnc^e oi tkt iomJti,. U tktxt <vit m^^Jhui 
tkt ntidvi MmbtA'oi diptndwU not county tkt oppOxwit, tten 
NO AocM AtatxUy bvttilU axt choJtgti to tkt appucMiz* 

TkiA out ckUd ^omlUa and Acme tioo ckOd imiJUtA wotUd hwt AocaoI 

5S cSalae. U U ^babty v^pouibtt to do anythbis About BcAic (^J^^^'. 
bUi^bii^UiUt to dement a Atudtnt incMJnvU appwoc/i ioK 1975-76. 

$izt <amaXu%ono apply ioK contbiuUion oilojUal AcmUi^ btnti^U onrf to 

I ^lope Xtot /n the couAAe oi youx ktMi^A, you, vcOt iM tunt ^,^'^,jf^ 
tktfiltoil^Sati^^ m pttftcnt Actuation obvwta^ 

Stiu" 1o Swt^ ^ econo«Zc.<iaZyenave ^ i^^;** 

iturfent wI^Atence • yU anotktx oaw cc#tew and xtMty axt hi coniUct. 

Thank yoa ioK youx hvtiXtAt <a Atudtnt dAA^itonce pwg>uunA. 

SinciXtlyt 

Wycb 
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Senator Pell. Thank you very much for a fine statement. 

lou mention here that there should be a yearly review of the recom- 
mendations, and review of legislative changes. 

What legislative changes are you recommending? 

Mr. ToMBAuoH. This refers to our prior testimony, over the past 
several months, of legislative change that might be done when the act 
IS authonzed pnor to next June. 

today not specifically refer to any of the testimony we gave here 

Senator Pell. Just to refresh my memory, what are your lerisla^we 
recommendations? ^ 

Mr. ToMBAuoH. There are a number of things that we think need 
to be clantied as far as intent is concerned. 

OE seems to have felt they can get around one of them, the treat- 
ment of social secunty and GI bill as a part of family income rather 
than student resource. 

Senator Pell. That is being changed now. 

But what are your recommendations to which you refer? 

Mr. ToMBAUOH. The primary' factors, I think, are with respect to 
the need to even have a separate need analysis concept built into this 
proCTam m that there are already existing means of determining a 
familj;'s ability to pay. 

I will need to review our other testimony. We can submit that to 
you in \\Titing if you like. 

Senator Pell. I was just wondering. 

You said something hero about we would urge the subcommittee to 
review our recommendations for legislative changes. 
Mr. ToMBAUGH. Can we submit what we said in the past? 
Senator Pell. Yes, submit it for the record. 
[The material referred to and subsequently supplied follows:] 

National Association or Student Financial Aid Administrators, 
„ ^ „ Washington, B.C., October 10, 1974, 

Hon. Claiborne Pell, > ^ 

Chaimany Subcommittee on Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, 
Washington, D,C.' 

Dear Senator Pell: As indicated in our testimony of October 3. the National 
Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators has developed a number of 
suggef^ted revisions in the authorizing legislation for the Basic Educational Op- 
portunity Grant program. Our reference in the testimony was somewhat mis- 
leading, inasmuch as our prior testimony on this subject in recent months has been 
confined to House Subcommittee hearings, because of your intense involvement in 
eleiiient&ry and secondary legislation. 

Attached you will find excerpts from our testimony before the Special Subcom- 
mittee on Education in the House relative to the BEOG program. We will be 
prepared to provide similar testimony to the Senate Subcommittee for any hearings 
on the programs of Title IV which you might schedule in the weeks and months to 
come. 

Thank you again for the opportunity to provide our views on the Family 
Contribution Schedule. Mrs. Edwards and I appreciate your dedication to the poal 
of equality of opportunity which we all share. 
Sincerely, 

Richard L. Tombauoh, 

Executive Secretary, 
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National Association' of 
Studknt Fikancial Aid Administrators, 

Washington, September 17, 1973, 

Mn Peter K. U. Voiot, • 

Acting Coordinator, Basic Grants Program. 

U.S. Office of Education, Washington, D£, 

Dear Peter; I am writing to confinn our recent discussions about the need for 
some kind of reimbursement or allowance to institutions for the administrative 
costs associated with the Basic Grants Program, Although the Bajic Grant is a 
non-institutionally based program in comparison to the ShOG, NUbL, and CW- 
SP responsibilities we now have, there still are significant investments of tmie und 
effort on the part of the financial aid and business offices involved. In fate, the 
administrative duties requested of the institution, because of the coordination 
required with the other programs, are only slightly less than the college-based 

In order to document this request for financial consideration, allow me to list 
some of the functions being provided by the institution for the Basic Grants 

Program. , ... •.. 

(1) Dittribution of Applications, Although we all hope that this year will prove 
to be atypical, a large portion of the distribution of applications fell to the post- 
s^^condarv -chooJs. M\ university and many others sent BOG forms to all admitted 
freshmo»{ ^inco the high schools* were closed and could not be effectively used for 
distribution. As the nrogram expands to include continuing students, much of the 
distribution load will fall upon the financial aid officer 

(2) Counseling, Much institutional time has been and will be utilized m counsel- 
ing students and parents about the Basic Grants Program. The lavnian is easily 
confused about the number and complexity of the forms involved m the many 
financial aid programs, how the v:irious programs internet, and the reasons for 
the varying outcomes. The onlv one location easily identified as being involved 
in almost all aspects is the institutional aid officer, and he takes tho brunt of all 
such questioning. There is no doubt that the Basic Grants Prognim added im- 
measurablv to this counseling load. . ^ ^ . .... 

(3) Preliminary Award Calculation. \\ hile not very involved for each application, 
particularly this vear when cost was not a factor at many schools, the sum total 
will prove to be considerable when cost becomes a variable and numbers become 

^^^fi) Revision of Previous Au^ards. Again we can hope that the current yoar will be 
atypical and that future BOG determinations will, for the most pai^, be made 
earlv enough to be leflected in the original aid package. Realistically, however, 
there will always be a significant number of students who, for one reason or 
another, will not have BOG eligibility determined prior to the package and wiU 
require "reworking" by the aid officer. j * ■ *■ *u « 

(5) FiKal Award Determination. As with tho prelimmar>- determination, this 
function will become much more time-consuming when cost becomes a factor and 
numbeis increase. The need to provide this step in the process at the time of 
registration compounds the responsibility. . ■ • * » 

(G) Payment of Awards. Whether done by check or crediting the recipients 
accounts, the actual pavment involves a significant expenditure of institutional 
time and effort. The cost of producing a check is estimated to run from 6o^ to 
SLOO each, and the accounting costs for crediting accounts is little, if any, less 
expensive, considering the need to obtain a signed receipt. 

(7) Accounting and Reporting, Although somewhat difficult to gauge at this time 
due to the yet unpublished regulations, the.se functions presumably will be 
similar to the institutional responsibilities in the college-based programs. Hope- 
fully, some of the procedures l eing foreca>t for this aspect, such as the personal 
signatuies of the aid officer on each individual award form, can be simpimea. 

Thus, even though the Basic Grants Program is "advertised' as a non-insti- 
tutional progmm in nature, the school indeed has a considerable mvolvement in 
the administrative process. In fact, the administrative fmictions are little if any, 
less demanding than those of the SEOO program. While it is undeniable that the 
institution receives benefit from the program via the students it supports, it is 
increasingly difficult for the school to cover the expanding costs of operating the 
federal programs. As with all other elements of the federal assistance programs, 
we have need for a government-institution partnership in paying for the addi- 
tional costs of operation. Thus, the National Association does not seek full reim- 
bursement of these costs, but only partial relief for the expenses involved. 
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Since our last discussion concerning the provision of an administrative cost 
allowance to institutions for their part in the Basic Grant Program, I have asked 
a number of financial aid officers to provide estimates of actual cost to perform 
the various functions required. As you can appreciate, this is very difficult to do 
at this point in time because of the fact that we have not been through a complete 
cycle of operation, nor do the institutions even know what all the accounting and 
reporting requirements will be until the final set of regulations Is published. 

The estimates I have received cover a substantial range, probably dependent 
upon the functions included. They run all the way from $5.00 to $40.00 per appli- 
cation processed, but most are concentrated in the $10.00 to $15.00 range. Some 
of the variation depends upon whether or not data processing costs are passed on 
to the individual financial aid and or business offices involved; whether or not 
professional staff time spent in counseling students and parents is considered; 
whether or not space and utility costs are prorated; etc. 

Pending more comprehensive review, when we have a year's experience under 
our belts, I would suggest the following hypotheses about instituti«)nal costs of 
administration: 

(1) A "per application" allowance makes more sense than a percentage of dollars 
involved, since there is little. If any, difference in the cost of processing a small 
grant versus a large one. 

(2) The "per application" cost is a function of the number of applications 
actually handled; there are basic costs of processing even one recipient, i.e., setting 
up the account, operating the letter of credit, fifing the required reports, etc., 
which do not increase in direct proportion to the volume handled, while other costr 
are incurred on each application processed (for example, drawing a check for 
payment). Therefore, a sliding scale based upon volume would probably be the 
most fair to all concerned. A low flat rate would be satisfactory to larger institu- 
tions with greater numbers to process, but would be unfair to smaller schools. A flat 
rate sufficient to cover the costs for smaller "users" would unduly reimburse the 
larger volume schools. This may be an academic issue this year in view of the 
funds available for reimbursement, but should be considered henceforth. 

(3) The cost of administration should be shared equally by the federal govern- 
ment and the institution. Although the institution is a beneficiary of the program, 
it is to the advantage of the Office of Education that these functions be carried 
on by the institution. Not only will the students be better served, but It will be less 
expensive to reimburse institutions for half of the cost than to perform the same 
functions within O.E. or contract out for the services. 

Again pending further evaluation after a year or so of* experience, NASFAA 
recommends that the partial reimbursement of administrative cost be based upon 
the following formula:, 

$10.00 per processed application for the first 100 recipients 
$7.50 for each processed application over 100 but less than 500 
$5.00 for each processed application over 500 
It is our belief that this formula will provide reimbursement approximating one 
half of the actual cost of administration at the institution. 

I will be happy to discuss this proposal in depth with you at your convenience. 
Do not hesitate to call upon me. 
Sincerely, 

Richard L. Tombauqh, 

Executive Secretary, 

North Dakota State University 
OF Agriculture and Applied Science, 

Fargo, N. Dak., May £9, 1974. 

Mr. Peter K. U. Voigt, 

Director, Division of Basic Grants, Department of Health, Educalion, and Welfare, 
Office of Educalion, Washington, D,C. 

Db.\r Mr. Voigt: The eagerly awaited "Basic Grant Payment Schedule" for 
1974-75 has arrived; however, I am deeply disturbed by the provisions of the 
schedule which dictate that actual individual cost data be established and utilized 
in determining the amount of the Basic Grant stipend. 

Our office has delayed sending 1974-75 award notices to students pending 
receipt of the "Basic Grant Payment Schedule" with the expectation that the 
exact amount of the Basic Grant could then be determined and specified as a 



60 



ERLC 



67 

resource on the student's award letter. This was considered essential to eliminate 
(or at least minimize) subsequent adjustments to individual aid packages. Because 
of late notification of BEtfG A^vards, most 1973-74 award etters niailed Iwt 
summer did not include the Basic Grant Award and, as a result, hundreds of a d 
revisions were required when the BEOG recipients arrived on campus in the falU 
These revisions generated an administrative burden of near chaotic proportions— 
we do not relish the prospect of a similar ordeal this fall. 

In SDite of this concern, however, we discover that the provisions of the new 
"Basic Grant Payment Schedule*' would create an admmistrotiye problem of 
even greater size and complexity. First of all, there is no conceivable method by 
which we can establish individual room and board cost figures for BEOG recip- 
ients until late summer or until they anive on campus this fall; consequently, we 
will brcompelled to either delete reference to the fiEOG on the award letter or 
establish an "average" cost and calculate an estimated BEOG stipend on tWs 
basis In either case, we must again anticipate the administrative confusion of 
adjusting the majority of aid awards made to BEOG recipients. 

Our overriding concern, however, is the increased complexity of the adjusinient 
process resulting from a multiplicity of room and board options For example a 
student attending our institution next fall can choose ^^0"^ ^^tal of fifty-^^^^^^ 
board nnd/or room options, depending upon one of ten residence halls se ected. 
5-dav or 7-day board contract, single or double room, etc. A student s selection of 
one of these options would prescribe the use of one of eleye>\separate c<»t figur^ 
for the BEOG computation. (Six of these cost figures fall below the $1,100 room 
and board standard set by the "Payment Schedule," and four are above,) These 
eleven cost figures, in turn, would fit into one of five cost categones on the Basic 
Grant Payment Schedule." (The problems discussed here do not Involve our out- 
of-state students inasmuch as tuition charges for these students P >)ce theni at a 
cost figure above $2,100; however, these student,s represent only 10-15% of our 
jUd rXie^^^^ cost figures for ALL in-state students at our mstitution will be 

^^^lie^^pVo^pec^ accurately determining which of the fifty-seven options will be 
utilized bv the hundreds of individual BEOG recipients expected on our campus 
this fall is staggering. (When I called our Director of Housing to explore methods 
of gathe Lg t^ data/he threatened to hang up on me!) I hesitate to even suggest 
the likelihood that many BEOG recipients will utilize more than one of these 
opuis &Vt^^^^^ of an acadelnic year thereby «i«nific^^^^^^^ 

educational costs and thus, logically, affecting the amount of his BEOG entitle- 

UtiUzation of actual cost figures will also create the near incredible situation 
wherebv a BEOG recipient living at home one or two blocks from our campus 
could qualify for a Basic Grant stipend $74 greater than a recipient hying in a 
double room in one of our residence halls on a o-day board contract It is also 
sig^ificantTo note that the student on the S-day ^^ard contract would genera^^^^ 
pay cash for his weekend meals, whereas the student at home could pocket the $74 

''""totlml tl^K' will adequately demonstrate the bowndenn|^co^^^^^ 

a system which dictates utilization of individualized cost data for ^EOG compu^ 

tatiuiis and provides reasonable evidence that more realistic and workable pro- 

''fl^^^Xi^^^^^ addressed i^elf to ''actual cost of attend^^^^^^^^^^ 

however it also specifies that the definition of this cost is ''subject to regulations 
Xhe Commissioner.'' Accordingly, I would urge that the Commissioner n^^ 
cost standards which would enable the financial aid officer to cstabhsh tlie e.xact 
BEOG stipend prior to construction of a total aid package. I would propose that 
this could be accomplished by pennitting institutions ^'>^,*^^otd cost Jgu^^^^^ 
$2,100 to utilize the $1,500 standard cost figure for all BEOG recipients. The 
institutional tuition charge would be added to this cost^permitting the aid officer 
to mnSely establish^ the exact BEOG stipend, 'riie student could then be 
notified of his total aid package and the confusion and administrative comphca- 
tions of subsequent revisions avoided. . ..u^o^u^ffKn 

Although the thoughts expressed here are my own I have visited with each of the 
aid office^ at the public institutions within iJorth ^^'?kota and I can ™ 
without exception; they anticipate ma or problem.^ in establishing Basic Uant 
amounts for 1074-7^ because of the actuaf cost of attendance provisions of the 
~me^^^^ It is logical to assume that this situation will p^^^^^^ at 

most, if not all, of the moderate cost public institutions throughout the country. 
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^^Ltrif ^^^^ dealing with an administrative problem of major pro- 

fhnn^kfci^S"'""^ prompt corrective action. Your careful consideration of the 
thoughts I have presented here wiW bo greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 



Wayne K. Tesmbr, 

Director. 



Basic Educational Opportunity Grants 
We have appeared before the Subcommittee several times in the past with our 
Hnor"'-^.wK ^^'^ ^^^"^ Program. Most of those occasions, however, 

n?r vI^n^r^.^^^^^^^^ function being exercised by the Office of Education! 
ni^^o^K-^T^^^^^*?^ changes m the law are not extensive. They consist 
pnmanl> of rcquesU for clarification of Congressional intent, in order to simnlifv 
the administration of the program. Other recommendations have been advanceii 
f ^.n.^cfwKrr ^ our testimony on H.R. 13815, which we hope can be advanced 
n^^i^^K • Congress immediately, rather than being incorporated into a more 
comprehensive piece of legislation which may take a longer time to gain enactment. 

Uur first recommendation is in reference to Section 411(a)(2)(B)(iv). which 
?^.^.Tn,n^ll ^'Ti attendance." The cost of attendance did not 

cause much problem for the current year because the low level of the grant awards 
7^\d^L^^^9m^^^^ ^KT^ "^Z^^ institutions, and almost all schools 
vooi h.Lx 5^*^ ^P^^ ^"^^^^^ delineation. For the coming 

^otn'n T problem is a very real one for all institutions with costs unde? 

VASFA A fn xPp'I^ ^'J?^-:?.^^"^^ from Mr. Wayne Tesmer, a Vice President of 
n^.L J::JZ ^I*^- Jeter Voigt be placed m the record to document this problem. 
Briefly summarized, if actual costs are required for setting each recipient's grant 
wnount. It IS very difficult to establish the grant amount prior to actual enrollment 
t^ven then it means that some schools will have several dozen cost ficures to use 
because of multiple room and board options and/or tuition and fees charged bv 
the credit hour. At the present time, the Office of Education is interpreting 
actual cost very literally for those students who pay room and/or board to the 
institution but is utilizing estimates for those who live and/or cat outside the 
confines of the school. Mr. Tesmer's letter further defines the problem. 
r.y.nli^l.u^^.J^fP^'''^ thc problcm, wc would urge that the law be amended to 
li.V^^A ^^e, ^"^^I^^? cost of attendance for students of similar circumstances 
be Ubcd in lieu of "actual" cost in the establishment of maximum grants. Then an 
institution might develop four or five budget categories rather than being required 
to construct cost figures unique to each student. On the one hand, O.E. is presently 
sa> mg that the determination of the family contribution can be a rough estimate 
because the grant is limited to onchalf of cost anyway, and the other aid criteria 
can be more precise; on the other hand, they are saying that cost must be de- 
termined preciselv (but only those paid direetlv to the institution) because the 
law requires it. Please relieve them of this need to be inconsistent. 

"^^/..?^^*^ y^^n testifying on H.R. 13815, that Sections 411 
ia;wKA)(i) and (n) be amended to require that the Commissioner publish the 
family contribution schedule in the Federal Register no later than April 1 pre- 
cecding the fiscal year of applicability. Further, we recommend that the same 
date be the deadline for submission of that schedule to the Congress and that 
Juiy 1 be the deadline^ for any Congressional resolution of disapproval. The 
proposals m H,R. 1381o for changing these dates were good, but thev did not 
go far enough. If this program is to ever serve its intended purpose, and actually 
u » floor or foundation source of assistance, states and institutions should know 
about BEOG outcomes by February 1 of each year. Anything later will always 
n'l^riT* ' institutional and local financial assistance alreadv in place bv the time 
BhUO notices are provided, necessitating time-consuming and confusing re- 
vision of aid packages. More importantly, the BEOG simplv cannot, under present 
conditions, be considered a motivating force for postsecondary enrollment, as the 
Congress intended. 

Our next recommendation was also addressed in H.R. 13815. It relates to Sec- 
tion 411(a)(3)(B)(iv) and the treatment of Social Security and G.I. Bill bene its 
This provision partieularlv regarding Social Security, 'has probablv deprived 
more needy students of BEOG support than any inadequacy of the family con- 
tribution schedule. Our collective experience indicates that students from low 
income families simply do not receive Social Security benefits for educational 
purposes, no matter what the intent of the legislation or the Social Security 
Administration might be. These payments are normally considered a family 
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resource, not a student resource, and are pooled with whatever other income the 

'*T^*hilSca«on; of the G.l. Bill are not quite so clear due ^o the fact that 
most reciDients are independent students by definition. It does not seem to make 
dSnce if tWenefits are treated as a student or a family resource In any 
evLt the exclusion of one-haU of the benefits from consideration as a student 
resouree provides an advantage to the veteran as compared to the non-veteran 
who is supporting his education from part-time employment rather than the G.I. 
BiU. It this was the intent, it is working. benefito be treated 

We would recommend that all Social Security and G.I, Bill benehts W treatea 
as "family" income and considered as any other form of income the family might 

^'^Scction 411(b)(3)(B)(v) provides that no payment under the scheduled reduc- 
tion can be less than $50.00. A significant dumber of awards this year were in 
that amou^t^rante of such small amounts accomplish verj-. little Assistance 
to iheTdcnts is almost non-existent, and the cost of delivenng the awa^^^^ 
the '"ciDient is probably greater than the award itself. We suggest that the 
mfnimuraward be at leait SlOO.OO, and we see little need to vary from the 
m S Sum $2(H).00 award at full funding. If lesser amounts are not enough to be 
^oSS about under full funding, wHy should they be more significant when 

^^The"pMt"thrJe'Administration budgets have demonstrated the wisdom of the 
Conaress when it protected the campus-based student aid programs from extinc- 
UoSCIul)st"ti tion." Had it not b^n for Section *n(.hn*\ the« » little ques- 
t nn that fSndine would not have been continued for the National Direct Student 
LoL and S3ment^^^ Grant programs. We have a/rpady sPoken 

to the continuing need for N DSL in earlier testimony. Later in this statement 
w^e will do the slme for SEOG. While the Congress seems to appreciate th^e. 
nrowams the Administration apparently does not. Thus we urge that the 
RJhKlli" Icvcb be rct™ned and in fa£t increased. For the past three years 
Cong e^ has appropriated constant amounts for "^campus-Eased programs^ 
even though the threshold level was less in the case of SEOG and CW-bP. In 
S to insure the continuation of these programs at least 
we recommend that the threshold levels be raised to S210 million for SEOG and 
$270 miUion for CW-SP; otherwise, the advances we make in increased funding 

KrSp^aSd'Sth'e^SutS^ 
our concer^ about ?he lack of any recognition on the part of the Executive branch 
of the administrative burden which has been placed upon institutions by the 
bJ^ Grants prowam. We referred to our request, frequently repeated, that the 
C^missioncr'^usfre authority already provided by the Congress to partia ly 
retaC schools for the administrative costs being incurred. I would wk that a 
ktt^r fr^m Mr. Tombaugh to Mr. Voigt last Septemljcr be placed in the record, as 
t Xscribcs the problem most completely. At the same Apnl 11 hearing, Com- 
milToner Ottina aXed Mr. Dellenback that such was still under .consi(feration, 
b^rCdecision has yet been announced. It seems obvious to us, in view of the 
stance taken by the Executive Branch with regard to similar proposals for guaran- 
twd lonns^that such reimbursements will not be brthcoming without a mandate 
from the Congress. We recognize that the institution oenefits from the en..Ument 
o^Basic Grant recipients; w-e do not argue that fact. \\c do dispute the position 
tLt the instituUon can and should alSorb all costs resulting h-om BEOG ad- 
mrnistntti^n We oSifask that the cost be shared, as outlined n Mr. Jombaugh s 
k tcr Sr federal agencies provide for administrative costs incurred by institu- 
ttons -\hc camp,^^^^^^^ programs provide partial reimbursement, To suggest that 
Sstitutfonrhavrnosi^ in tfie administration of Basic Grants is to 

iOTore the Tvlous We ask that language be added to the law to insure that the 
institutional role (and expense) is recognized „„„»i„„pH nnH exoanded 

Obviously, the Association wants to see Basic Grants continued and expanaea. 
There are many administrative improvements that need to be made but the 
authorizine law needs minimal change. We will continue to work with the Office of 
EducatiKres^^^^^^^^ regulatory problems that make the prograni difficult for 
students Ld iSutions. We appreciate your continuing interest and concern for 
these practical matters. 

Senator Pell. Now, I remember when I first introduced this con- 
cept of the basic grant, there was some very real reservations on i the 
part of the college financial aid officers. 
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What is the Ming among the financial aid ofRcers in the com- 
munity with regard to this program? 

Mrs. Edwards, May I back up and ?ay I do not think the com- 
munity ever really had any objection? 

Senator Pell. I did not say objection. I said reservations. 

Mrs. i!.DWAUDS. We were maybe a little bit afraid because this was 
soniethmg so new. 

At the present tinie, I would say that the total attitude is positive. 

>>e all .see that this doe.s oneu the doors to students who mi^'ht 
otherwise not have pui-sued education l)evond the high .>chool level 
nuSrc ^^^^^ ^^^^ students are participating 

^ We think the workshops had an impact upon them, and we think 
iiie communication has been improved. 

o^^/i."^' P^^'" institution, we have §202,000 coming in this vear for 
151liUG, whereas last year we had §50,000. 

Mr. Toinbaugh will agree with me that this is reflected throughout 
the conntrj'. 

I do not think, if we have any carrvovcr this year, it will be in the 
proportion it was last year. 

P^^^' yo" i^ee the danger that as we broaden the 
eligibility— you suggest we diminish the amount. 

Would we not do better for the time being to concentrate on trying 
to keep the amounts so they really are substantiallv an assi>t to the 
student rather than broadening the eligibility? 

Mrs. Edwauds. You ask a very, very difficult question. 

My leaning, however, is this. I know we must keep it at the reason- 
able level so It does have impact upon cost of education. But, at the 
same time, Senator, vou were trying to give u^ legislation which would 
open the doors to all qualified students. 

It is mv personal feeling we should do what is necessarv to qualifv 
those students. And if it does reduce it somewhat, it is better to get 
those students into the mainstream and get them started than never 
to have opened the doors at all. 

Mr. To.MBAUGH. If I could amplify, if expanding the elisrible group 
should have the effect of reducing the averasrc grant l)v,'let ns say, 
$100, there are other ways and means that the students can utilize 
to get the $100. 

If the population continues to be excluded, many of them will never 
have the motivation to even seek out other monev, and thev will 
never get there at all. 

Granted, the grant ha^? to be sizable enough to get them there. But 
if we can keep it at a reasonable level and get them there, we can get 
them on through. 

Senator Pell. I was struck by Mr. Rice's figures that show that 
from the families with extremely low income, who are verv poor, very 
few youngsters apply, while from the families who are better ofT, more 
individuals apply. So you almost have the ^anie number apphing for 
families with more than SI 2.000 a year income as you do in tlie whole 
much larger range below that. 

Mrs. Edwards. I have not seen those figures vet, and I am verv 
interested. 
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I hoard if for the fiist (inio this; morninir, Senator, and wouhl be 
hanpv to see them, 

I tliink there are many, many factors that wouhl account for tlnit. 
The communications prohhMU couUl \'ery well be one of them. 

Senator Pku.. I think probably the conuuunicatious responsibility 
should not be part of this program. 

Mrs. Enw.\ui)s. I ajiree with you. . . , 

Senator Pei.l. Thi^ projrram shoidd strictly he a financial aid 
profrram, and we >hould (»\erl all the force we can to see it jret its full 
funding. 

The burden of comnnmications >hould re>t throuirh other pro<rrams. 
Would vou not ajrree with that? 

Mrs. EnwAUi)."^. I would say certainly it is not out of line to sujrgest 
that the communication^ problem should be resolved throujrh other 
cluumols, if this is the case. 

This projrram should provide the monev to ^et the students there, 
but we should fiml other ways of communicating. 

Senator Pkli.. Where are the forms available for this projiram? 

Am I correct in sayinjr that high schools, post office.^ and financial 
aid officers have these? 

Mrs. Ei>WAUi)s. And libraries, and also the talent search program, 
the upward bound program. These are the types of places we talk 
about. 

Senator Pell. Some of those are rather obscure names. If I am 
talking to a constituent, whore do I tell them to go? 
Mrs. ISuwAUDs. To go to the libraries, to the post offices. 
Semuor Pell. You moan all public libraries have those forms? 
Mrs. EnwAims. Yes. 

Senator Pell. I am delighted to hoar that. 

Mr. VoiGT. It is a very difficult thing to got a mailing list to the 
public libraries. 

Mrs. Ei>WAnn.s. This has boon publicized, I am happy to toll you, 
in a lot of sj)ot television and radio broadcasts at 2 and 3 in the morn- 
ing, when I cannot sleep. They are done in different ways to get the 
attention of young people. ' 

Senator Pell. You mentioned three categories, public schools, post 
offices, and financial aid officoi-s. 

Mr. VoiGT. We did not utilize the post office this year. 

Senator Pell. But they wore utilized last year? 

Mr. VoiGT. Yes. 

Senator Pell. Whv wore they not utilized this year? 

Mr. VoiGT. The success of the post office was somewhat limited. 

Post offices are not generally m the business of providing direct 
communications to students. 

Senator Pell. But are there not many rural communities where 
they (lo not have libraries but they have a post office? 

Mr. VoiGT. There are, indeed, but the office ^ent them to the high 
schocds. And this year the forms were put out early enough so they 
were available in tlie high schools. 

Senator Pell. Thank you very much, indeed, for your testimony, 
and it was good to see you here again. 

Mi-s. Edwards. Thank you very much. 
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Senator Pell, This ronohuios our hearing. 
At this noiut I order primod all statonients of those who couhl 
attend and other pertinent material ,subniittcd for the record, 
[fhc niatorial referred to follow.s:) 



63 



statement Submitted to 
the 

United States Senate 
committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
Subcommittee on Education 

Senator Claiborne Pell, 
Chairman 

on behalf of 
the 

National Association For Equal Opportunity In 
Higher Education 

by 

Miles Mark Fisher, IV 
Executive Secretary 



October 11 # 1974 
Washington, D.C. 



ERIC 



67 



64 
-1- 



Basic Ed ucational Opportunity Grants 
Family Contribution Schedule 



The National Association for Equal Opportunity in Higher Education 
represents the historically Black colleges and universities of our 
nation. There are 107 institutions located in fifteen Southern 
states, four Northern states, and the District of Columbia, enroll- 
ing more than 180,000 students. These institutions graduate more 
than 30,000 students annually with baccalaureate, graduate and 
professional degrees. These institutions have made and are making 
a significant contribution to higher education and the American 
Nation. 

'"^ r.ccpirg with the need of most institutions of higher education 
to have available the necessary financial resources for their stu- 
dents, student financial assistance is the number one priority. 
An approach to student financial ;:ssistance that includes the 
Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant Program, the College 
Work Study Program, the Direct Student toan Program, the Basic 
Educational Opportunity Grants Program, and the Guaranteed Student 
Loans will be necessary for the foreseeable future to bring to fru- 
ition the educational hopes of thousands of students of this nation. 

Therefore, it is important that the Basic Educational Opportunity 
Grants Program Family Contribution Schedule be given consideration 
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for the impact that it has and will have on what happens in the 
lives of thousands of college eligible students. 

The Family Contribution Schedule for the Basic Educational Oppor- 
tunity Grants Program should be further amended for Academic 
Year 1975-1976 if this program is to be equitable for those who 
qualify for participation. 

In keeping with the modified proposals that Commissioner Bell has 
submitted to this Committee on the BEOG Family Contribution Sched- 
ule, I will direct the major portion of my remarks. 

Proposal One seeks to increase the asset reserve from $7,500 to 
$8,500. This does several things, namely: 

1. Enlarges the pool of eligibles and broadens the base 
of participation in the program. 

2. Raises the definitional problem of equity and debts 
against the assets. Are these real debts/ immediate 
debts or are they deferred debts? 

Proposal Two pertains to the consideration given to the Effective 
income of students. The fact that the previous modifications did 
alleviate problems for social security recipients from the lowest 
income families, this treatment still results in problems with re- 
gards to inequities for other recepients of social security bene- 
fits. The proposal that the "effective income of the student" be 
made equivalent dollar-for-dollar with other family income, and 
assessed at the same marginal rate bears some thought. The treat- 
ment of veterans benefits should be given special study. 

Proposal Three on adjusting the basis of the family size offsets 
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currcntly in use by the Consumer Price Index for 1974 is not clear 
as stated. 

Proposal Four addresses the issue of the independent student who 
was employed in the base year but who lost his employment i:i order 
to pursue postsecondary education. In order to deal with this prob- 
lem, it is proposed that all independent applicants, who were not 
students in the base year and who were employed on a full-time basis, 
be permitted to file a Basic Grant application using estimated cur- 
rent year income data. 

This proposal should be further expanded to include the unemployed 
those who were employed on a half-time of part-time basis to bring 
equity to this provision.. 

There should also be given consideration to the impact of inflation 
and unemployment upon the economy. The low income families bear a 
disporportionate burden of the unemployment. 

The Higher Education Daily of October 1, 1974, began its headline 
as follows: Students to get less BOG Aid next year in reporting 
the testimony of the United States Office of Education Commissioner 
Bell. 

The reasons given were as follows: 

1. that appropriations for the program for grants in 
academic year 1975-76 (FY75) are likely to be in- 
sufficient to cover the greater number of students 
who will be eligible. 

2. the number of postsecondary schools whose students 
are eligible for basic grants has gone from about 

4 #300 at the beginning of 1973-74 to 5*500 this year. 
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3, Reforms in the Family Contribution Schedule this 
year and proposed reform for next year, will 
make more students eligible for grants. 

4. Improvements in the distributions of application 
materials have drawn more students into the pro- 
gram. 

Adding on a third year of first year students as well as the 
expansion of the pool within each of the three years will im- 
pact the distribution of funds within this program. 

This being the case, Congress must: 



1. Take a very close look at the proposed family 
contribution schedule. 

2. Recognize that this increase in the pool of 
eligible which in turn decreases the size of 

the grants for participating students necessitates 
a larger amount of funds being put in the college 
based programs in order to provide the difference 
between up to 1,400 or half of the cost whichever 
is less and also provide the other half necessary 
for students to participate in the Postsecondary 
experience. 

3. Reconsider the relative future of the non-colleges based 
loan programs as problematic with the economic 

crises of today. 

4. Look at what is happening here as it relates to the 
Independent Groups such as College Boards who have 
already announced a substantial cut in the parental 
contribution schedules for the next academic year. 

5 Consider the potential situation arising where students 
will be standing at the door of institutions with 
underfunded BEOG Grants but lack the other funds to 
matriculate. What will this mean for the economic 
health of our institutions? What will this mean for 
the private sector? Who will make up the difference 
in student assistance? 

6. Give priority consideration in the institutional based 
programs to those students from families with little 
or no discretionary income and little or no asset 
reserves. 
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The BEOG «,ay. in fact, increase the tendency of lower income 
students to enroll at lower cost institutions because the amount 
of unmet need or additional aid required is lower at these in- 
stitutions and it would be reduced at a faster rate than at higher 
cost institutions. 

IK)W income students, who are enrolled in disproportionate 
numbers at low cost institutions, may find that low cost institu- 
tions become their only educational alternatives under BEOG. Their 
access to lower cost institutic-^s may be increased by the BEOG 
but their choice of education amo/,g all institutions may remain 
as resticted as now. 
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APPENDIX 

Progress Report on the National Debates about Financing Post- 
secondary Education T.en Basic Issues > Paper presented at the 
American Political Science Association Meeting in Chicago on 
August 30, 1974 by: 

Carol Van Alstyne, Chief Economist Policy Analysis 
Service American Council in Education 

You may recently have read editorials in the newspapers or seen 
television programs describing the plight of the middle-*income 
student; It is pointed out that, while low-income students re- 
ceive financial assistance and while upper-income students can 
still rely on their parents for financial help, middle-income 
students are not getting aid from either source and thus are 
being squeezed out of higher education. However, as Miles 
Fisher, Executive Director of the National Association for Equal 
Opportunity in Higher Education remarked recently,^ we character- 
istically use the term access in two different ways, depending 
on whether we apply it to low- income or middle-income students. 
Middle-income students do have access to low-cost institutions 
but generally not to high-cost institutions; we interpret this 
to mean that they are being "denied access." In contrast, though 
low-income students who receive 'financial aid are in the same 
situation (i.e./ they have access to low-cost institutions but 
not to high-cost ones), we do not regard this as denial of access. 
We hava made a hidden value judgment that access to low-cost in- 
stitutions is sufficient "access" for low-income students but not 
for middle-income students, who have a "right" (so we judge) to 
the "best" — i.e. , most expensive — education. 
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Access, in the sense of a chance to go to college, may no longer 
be an adequate measure of opportunity. In recent discussions, 
people from low-income and minority backgrounds have pressed hard 
to extend the concept of equality of educational opportunity from 
mere access to any institution to choice of an institution and now 
to capacity for achievement, with opportunity unrestricted by lack 
of money. 

Sharp differences persist in the debate over the most effective 
mechanism by which to increase access to higher education. 
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U.S. Senate, 
Committee the Judiciary, 
Washington, D.C., September 25, 1971 
Hon. Claiborne Pell, . ,^ 

Chairman, Education Subconmittee, Labor and Public Welfare Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 

De\u Mr. Chaium\.v: Enclosed is a letter I have reeeive(J from Mrs. Dellora 
Schmidt from Max, North Dakota, eoncerning family eontri!)Ution sehedules 
for the Basic Kdueational Opportunity Grants. ^ 

Mr.s. Schmidt has made n \erv ^ood point about the use of a previous years 
income in determining the family V eontril)ution. Farm ineome-* can fluetuate 
wildlv depending on farm prices, the weather, and numerous other factors 
Because of these fluetuation>, Mrs. Schmidt has Nugge^led that giants be hiyva 
on an average of a family's income over a three year period. Thi^, I believe, 
would be a much fairer w'av of a<se->ing income for farm /ainilies. 

I would verv much appreciate your taking Mrs, Schmidt s letter and this 
subject into consideration when yi»ur Subcommittee again considers the family 
contribution schedule for the BEOG Program. 

With kind regards, I am 

Sincerely, ^ _ 

QUENTIN N. BURDICK. 

Enclosure. 

Max, N. Dak., September 18, 1974- 

Hon. QUEXTIX BURDICK, 

U.S, Senate, Washington, D.C, 

Dk\R Sex.^tor Burdick: I have several things I would like your con-^ideration 
on. rrealizc this is a bu.-y time but these are important issues on education for our 
North Dakota voung people. , . ^ o * 

Fir^t off, I would like to have some equality on the Basic Opportunity Grants 
for college students. We have a Freshman and a Sophomore attending N.U.S.U.- 
BB Neither one received BOG or State Aid. They got a local community scholar- 
ship for good grades from Bottineau (SlOO a quarter) for which we were very 
grateful because we don't even live in the area. 

I would like to see the grants based on a three year income average instead ot on 
last years onlv. You know last year was a good year with grain, cattle, and hog 
prices up but'this year it is down. You can't send a child to college this year on 
last vears income. ^ , . i u . 

It makes the voung people of todav wonder if it pays to work when tne\ see 
their friends getting up to S800 and §2,000 given to them when ju<t because I 
work they don't get any aid. Especially when these families are our neighbors and 
crops and returns are like ours. ^ . i. i- j u * 

You mav ask whv don't thev get W ork litudy jobs, well they have apphed but 
the jobs arc given to out of state >tudents. Now, why must (.ur State supported 
«;chools do that? Their fir.«^t concern .should be North Dakota y<»uth because it is 
our tax monev. I feel we are reallv hit hard first to support the colleges and then to 
send our children there while others from out of >tate get it cheaper without 
paving one cent of taxes in N. J)ak. I d*»n't mind working to help educate our 
children but whv must I do it for the neighbors and for out of "^taters.^ 

As a teacher I would like to express my thanks for your vole on U.K. 09 and 
urge your favorable vote on the appropriation bill for Public Law %i-m) for our 
schools. , , , ^ 

I would appreciate anything done by you, as we need to keep our young people 

in the state for a better North Dakota. 

Sincerely, ^. o 

Mrs. Dkllora SciiMinT. 
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^ , U.S. Skn-ate, 

COMMITT^IK O.N L.\BOR PlHl.IC \VKLF.\Rt:, 

Hon. TnnREL H. Bkll, ^Vaskington, October c?, 1974, 

Comnussioner of /i^/i/ca/jo/^, U.S. Office of Education, Department of Health 
Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.C. ^P^runtm oj iieaun, 

Dkmi Mk. CoMMissiOMJi: Thank you for your lottor of Soptembor '>0 -luc- 

for U -o p^^ R'"*^''''" '"'^^^ ^^'-^""J^- Contribution Schedu ic 

for the liasie hducationnl Opportunity (irant Program 

extremely pleaded that you are a^^king to make tlie Sehodule more 
3 v'eJn'rr ; '"""n^ the family >izc offset, the treatment of Soe^d 4 riTv 
; eiu n> ? n^uV n^^^^ ''"h '^''^ »"d^P9"^"it^tudont uho leaxe. fuU-tiuie emplov- 
ment to attend po<t<eeondary education. The-e change-^ >hould liave a Munif cant 

tirn dn?;' "'"^^-"^ f'''' ^^^'-^"^ ^^^Srnm more re>ponMble to hSi o 
the St uaent.< It was m tended to serve. - 

rn.!y^« believe that the increase in the a^<et.^ exelu<ion from $7,o00 to S^Sjm 
repre ents a step m the right direetion. While we would prefer a more liberalized 

eiirrnn JioH^' ''''' ^ ^^''^"S^' ''^^ ^hi> time. In light of the 

eurren hnuted appropriations .situation, .sueh a ehange would even further 
dilute the amounts available for individual grants. "inner 
«,oL. -l^^*?'^ that the changes you have made in the Family Contribution Schedule 
n ake It acceptable to the .Su))coimnittee on Kducation. Thi. letter will <ervc as 
olheial »'»tice that the Subcommittee docs not plan to di-^approve the Schedule. 
Ue hope that thi< uil be sufficient to allow you to implement the new Schedule 
a; -oon as posM!>lo and to disseminate information on next vear's program exoedi- 
or she\< e)^^^^^^^^ ''""'"^ ^^'''^ '^""^"'^ receives the grant to which he 

Sincerely, 

Cl.mbouxf. Fell, 
Chainnanf Subcommittee on Educalion. 

. . . Vi.Ti.U U. i)0.MI.NlCK. 

Hanking Minorittj Manhcr, Suhannmittee on Education. 



Dkp.uitmk.n-t OF H1..M.T11, KorcATioN, AND Wklfahk, 

Officm: oi Ki)rc \Tio.N, 
Hon. Claibount. Pki.,., n^a^hington, D.C, October 8, Um,, 

Chairman, Snhconimittee on Education, Committee on Labor and Public Welfare 
L.i>. Senate, W ashin(jton, D.C. *' 
. {?»Aic SfVvTOK PiM.: Thcnik you for your letter of Oct(»!)er :i in uhich vou 
iiulieated thr Nibnmunitter . general -ati-faetion with our proposed Sehoduli- of 
tainily C (mtnbutmn-* for the Ha-^ie (Irani- Program. 

„-^"'5r '\V •MM»-:»red before you laM Thur-^day, ue have had further di-^busMons 
\Mtn the llou-e .special .Subc^munittee t>n Kducation. A- a re-nlt of the-^e conver- 
sation-, we are pn^po-ing one further modilicaticm in the treatment of a-sot-. 

A< you know, our i>rigiiial propo-al contained an inerea-e in the amount to be 
subtracted from net a-^ets of SI, 000, rai-ing the a-et- re-erve to i>H,rm. We are 
$10 000^''""'""" that this a->et re-^erve ))e further increa«sed to a level of 

We are making thi< proposal in the hope that thi- propo-ed change will meet 
the concerns which have been e\press(.(l concerning the treatment of a.-cts in this 
program and will permit an early res,,lution of thoe Schedule.- for the 1075-7() 
academic year. 
Sincerely, 

. T. H. Bi:ll, 
U.S. Commissioner of Education. 

Senator Pell. The subcommittee will recess until the call of the 
Chair. 

(Whereupon, at 11:35 a.m., the subcommittee recessed, subject to 
the call of the Chair.) 
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